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In 2007, at the suggestion of my friend and colleague Bruce Jentleson, the edi-

tors of Columbia International affairs online commissioned me to write an ar-

ticle on the Iraq war. They gave me significant leeway concerning the substance 

of my piece, and I wrote an article entitled “The wrong war at the wrong Time 

with the wrong Strategy.”1 The title was the characterization of the Iraq war by 

former Central Command commander General anthony Zinni, and the article 

was a long, sad work detailing the mistaken assumptions and intelligence fail-

ures that led to the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003.

 I wrote most of the article in San Clemente, California, at my family’s beach 

house, which is located on the northern boundary of Camp Pendleton, a large 

Marine Corps base. one day after writing for five or six hours I needed a break, 

so I went for a walk on the beach. I saw two young men in their early twenties 

with very short hair (“white sidewalls”) who were obviously Marines, and they 

were building a sand castle at the edge of the shore. Immediately I thought, 

how nice; these two young men have probably seen and experienced a lot in 

their young lives, and it’s good that they can recapture part of their childhood. 

Then I looked up on the beach and saw two prostheses; I looked back at the 

two sand castle builders and saw that one of them was missing both legs from 

the knees down.

 In retrospect, I am ashamed that I did not go over to the young Marine, 

introduce myself, and thank him for his service to and sacrifice for his country. 

I have been motivated to write this book by that young man. a second motiva-

tion came from a friend and Iraq veteran. Several years ago this friend, who was 

in the U.S. army reserves, was called up for active duty service in Iraq. at the 

time, he was in his mid-forties with three grown children and a wife to leave 

at home. He spent fifteen months in Iraq, and when he returned, I took him 

to lunch to welcome him home. after we had talked a little while, he looked 
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at me square in the eyes and said that he had a personal question: “why was I 

there?” a third motivation came from two friends—Juliette George and rod-

ney Honeycutt—both of whom after reading my article on Iraq encouraged me 

to expand it into a book.

 The young Marine on the beach, my friend who served in Iraq, and my 

friends motivated me to write this book in order to describe and explain U.S. 

policy toward the war on terror, afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq. as the bib-

liography at the end of this book clearly demonstrates, there are many, many 

articles and books about each of these subjects; these are the invaluable “first 

cuts” of history. Despite all of these, however, there is no one volume treatment 

that will provide the interested reader with an understanding of the reasons 

why and how the United States got to where it is in afghanistan and Iraq. Paki-

stan is a key piece in this puzzle, and it has not yet been fully incorporated into 

our understanding of the U.S. involvement in both wars. I believe that, in the 

future, the wars in Iraq and afghanistan, including its border with Pakistan, 

will be viewed as integrally related to the war on terrorism.

 Several of those with whom I have spoken, including ambassador ryan 

Crocker and former army brigade commander Colonel Peter Mansoor, have 

said that they would not write about Iraq because it is too soon to do so. They 

may be right; however, I believe that it is important to tell the story on the 

basis of available data. Undoubtedly, more data will become available, and his-

tory will have to be rewritten, but that is the perennial task of historians. So I 

offer this “second cut” of history with the expectation that it will have to be 

expanded, revised, and corrected as additional information becomes available.

 writing a book is like running a marathon; it requires many hours of train-

ing and also requires the help and forbearance of others, particularly one’s fam-

ily. Pepperdine University granted me a sabbatical leave during the fall semester 

of 2009 that enabled me to do much of my writing. Timothy Crawford and 

Paul Viotti read and commented in detail on the entire manuscript and offered 

a number of helpful suggestions. Joseph J. Collins, professor at the national 

Defense University, good friend, and former army officer and member of the 

rumsfeld Pentagon, also commented on the entire manuscript and shared his 

own writings on subjects of mutual interest. I was particularly heartened by his 

study of the decision to invade Iraq because, starting from opposite ends of the 

political spectrum, he and I reached similar conclusions.2 That gives me hope 

that truth will prevail. others who read and commented on the complete man-

uscript were Pierce Brown, lora Caldwell, Howard eldredge, Frank Hawke, Jim 
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osterholt, and emerson Siegle, and I thank each of them. I would also like to 

express my appreciation to the following colleagues who read and commented 

on one or more chapters of the book: Khalil Jahshan, robert Jervis, Jami Mis-

cik, Pat Morgan, and Greg Treverton. I have tried my best to respond to the 

suggestions and criticisms that I have received; however, any errors that remain 

are my responsibility.

 when I had completed the draft of the book, I asked my daughter, ellen 

Caldwell, who is an art historian, to find a photograph that would be appro-

priate for the book, and she found the compelling photo on the cover. I thank 

her for her artistic insight, formatting the draft manuscript, and preparing the 

index.

 I would also like to thank Geoffrey r. H. Burn, the director of Stanford Uni-

versity Press, who has provided encouragement and guidance for this project 

from the outset. In addition, I would also like to thank editors Jessica walsh, 

John Feneron, and Martin Hanft for their insight and suggestions.

 During a ceremony posthumously granting the highest U.S. military deco-

ration to Sergeant First Class Jared C. Monti for his heroic actions to try to res-

cue one of his wounded comrades in a battle in afghanistan in 2006, President 

obama noted that Sergeant Monti and his fellow soldiers “remind us that the 

price of freedom is great. and by their deeds they challenge every american to 

ask this question: what can we do to be better citizens? what can we do to be 

worthy of such service and such sacrifice?”3 Knowing a number of those who 

have served in afghanistan and Iraq, I have some idea of the sacrifices that they 

and their families have made for these wars, and they have paid dispropor-

tionately more than their fellow citizens. Many members of the military have 

served multiple tours; one Marine I met had served six consecutive tours.

 It has taken me the equivalent of a year of full-time work to write this book, 

about the same amount of time of a tour of duty in Iraq or afghanistan. of 

course, the surroundings in which I have worked do not compare with Iraq or 

afghanistan. nevertheless, in reading, thinking, and writing about these wars 

I have vicariously experienced, however distantly and in a minor way, some of 

what the more than 2 million american citizens who have served in Iraq or 

afghanistan experienced.

 as a citizen, I am not sure that I could ever “be worthy” of the sacrifice of 

Sergeant Monti or the more than ,800 other members of the U.S. military who 

have died in these wars, but I want to try, and I have done two things. First, I 

dedicate this book to those who have served in afghanistan or Iraq and their 
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families with my heartfelt thanks. Second, I will donate all of the royalties from 

the sale of this book to the wounded warriors Project, which provides support 

and encouragement to wounded veterans, and I hope that the readers of this 

book and other citizens will think about how they can support our troops in 

tangible, meaningful ways.

Dan Caldwell

San Clemente, California

November 
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Iraqi car dragging a statue of Saddam Hussein in Baghdad. Source: U.S. Marine photo 

by Sergeant Paul l. anstine II, USMC

U.S. Marine Corps officer shaking hands with tribal elder. Source: U.S. Marine Corps 

photo by lance Corporal Matthew P. Troyer, USMC
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1 from Cold War to War on terror

It is always difficult to evaluate the legacies, lessons, and implications of the 

wars in which the United States has been involved, and for a number of reasons 

this is even more difficult with the wars on terrorism and in afghanistan and 

Iraq. In many ways, world war I set the stage for the ensuing drama of the 

twentieth century; the empires of the romanovs in russia, the Hohenzollerns 

in Prussia, the ottomans in Turkey, and the Habsburgs of austria-Hungary 

were destroyed by the war, and new technologies—the “revolution of military 

affairs” of that day—both prolonged the war and made it more devastating 

than previous wars. The conclusion of the war halted the fighting and killing, 

but it did not bring peace to the world. woodrow wilson’s attempt to establish 

a new system and organization for managing power in international relations, 

the league of nations, faltered and ultimately failed due in part to the refusal 

of the United States to join the new international organization.

 The vindictive peace treaty following world war I contributed to the onset 

of the worldwide depression and the crippling of the international economy 

and the rise of hyperinflation, which, in turn, increased the desperation that 

led the people of one of the most advanced countries in the world, Germany, 

to turn to a marginally sane, racist megalomaniac, adolf Hitler. The “second 

Thirty years war” (191–) ended with the detonation of the most destructive 

weapons ever invented over Hiroshima and nagasaki. In the shadow of the 

nuclear mushroom clouds, the doctrine of nuclear deterrence was developed 

which, contrary to the predictions of many, resulted in the “long peace” of the 

cold war. nuclear deterrence was supplemented by the farsighted programs of 

the Marshall Plan, which enabled the victorious and vanquished countries of 

europe to rebuild and develop, contributing to the cohesion and stability of the 

western alliance of democratic, capitalist states.

 For more than four decades, the cold war between the United States and the 
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Soviet Union dominated the attention of policymakers, academics, analysts, and 

members of the public. as observers of the U.S. at least since the time of alexis 

de Tocqueville have noted, most americans are neither knowledgeable about nor 

interested in international relations. U.S. cold war policy, however, provided a 

simple equation for understanding foreign policy: communists were bad, and an-

ticommunists were good. one did not need to know where a particular commu-

nist country was or even who its leader was; the important thing was whether it 

was communist or part of, as it was known during the cold war, the Free world.

 The central objective of american cold war policy was to contain the spread 

of communist influence throughout the world. In pursuit of this goal, the 

United States concluded both bi- and multilateral alliances with many noncom-

munist countries, the most important of which was the north atlantic Treaty 

organization (naTo). when north Korea attacked South Korea, a U.S. ally, 

in June 190, the United States and the United nations responded by sending 

troops. This was the first modern, limited war in which the U.S. was involved, 

and it resulted in a stalemate. In fact, even today the war has not formally been 

ended; only an armistice exists. Ultimately, more than 36,000 americans were 

killed in the Korean war.

 Despite warnings from many quarters, the U.S. became involved in a sec-

ond major war in asia during the cold war, Vietnam, and although the stale-

mated outcome of the Korean war was frustrating to americans, the loss of 

the Vietnam war was even more traumatic. Up until that time, the Vietnam 

war had been “america’s longest war,” and it was the first war that the United 

States had lost. The outcome of the war had a number of implications. More 

than 8,000 americans were killed in this war, which was costly in both human 

and economic terms: it literally and figuratively broke the american military. 

It took more than a decade to repair the damage that was done. In addition, it 

affected, as all wars do, the way that americans thought about war. To many, 

the Vietnam war showed that the U.S. should not intervene in foreign conflicts 

in almost any circumstances. The war, in the words of General David Petraeus, 

who wrote his doctoral dissertation on the lessons of the war, was “indelibly 

etched in the minds” of those who had fought in it.1

 after more than four decades, the internal stresses and strains of commu-

nism, ironically the very things that Marx would have called the “internal con-

tradictions” of capitalist countries, resulted in genuine proletariat revolutions, 

with the fall of the Berlin wall in november 1989 followed by the disintegra-

tion of the world’s first communist state, the Soviet Union, in December 1991. 
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with these two events, the four and a half decades–long cold war came to an 

end, and academics and policy analysts scrambled and competed with one 

another to develop a new paradigm for explaining and prescribing the next 

U.S. strategy for dealing with the rest of the world. These new ways of think-

ing included Francis Fukuyama’s “end of history,” Samuel Huntington’s “clash 

of civilizations,” Kenneth waltz’s “neo-realism,” robert Keohane’s and Joseph 

nye’s “neo-liberalism,” and other approaches as well. although each of these 

approaches had its supporters, none gained majority support. as a result, the 

period following the disintegration of the cold war was known for what it was 

not, namely, the cold war. The new era was labeled the post–cold war, but there 

was no agreement on what that meant.

The new age of Terrorism

 Former Secretary of Defense Caspar weinberger and later Colin Powell, who 

served two tours of duty in Vietnam, developed criteria to be met if the United 

States were to involve itself in a war: vital national interests of the U.S. were in-

volved, there should be clear, achievable objectives, there was significant public 

and congressional support for doing so, military force was to be used with the 

intent of winning, the use of military force should be a last resort, and there 

was an exit strategy for the war. In January of 1991, these principles of the wein-

berger-Powell doctrine were applied spectacularly successfully when the United 

States and more than thirty other countries forced Saddam Hussein’s Iraq to 

withdraw from Kuwait following its invasion and occupation of that country. 

Public opinion supported the coalition of forces; massive force was used; and 

Iraq was forced out of Kuwait. But the coalition stopped short of Baghdad and 

left Saddam in power. There were several reasons for this, most notably that the 

United nations coalition did not have a mandate to change the regime in Iraq. 

Most american officials, including President George Herbert walker Bush, be-

lieved that removing Saddam and overthrowing his Baath Party would create a 

power vacuum in the region that Iran would fill. americans nervously recalled 

the takeover of the american embassy and taking of U.S. hostages in Tehran in 

november 1979, and they did not want to see Iran achieve regional hegemonic 

status. In addition, the United nations and the U.S. coalition partners had not 

approved of a policy for changing the regime in Iran. There were, however, 

some U.S. officials, most notably Paul wolfowitz, who called for the overthrow 

of Saddam from the time of the first Gulf war.
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 The September 11, 2001, attacks on the United States definitively ended the 

post–cold war epoch of U.S. foreign policy and changed everything. The U.S. 

was no longer invulnerable to attack on its continental homeland, as it had 

been since 1812. In addition, the attacks were waged by what international rela-

tions specialists call a “nonstate actor,” and this meant that the attackers had 

no territory of their own, no permanent “return address.” In al Qaeda’s case, 

however, the afghan government under the Taliban had provided sanctuary 

and refused to turn over its leaders according to the american demand. on oc-

tober 7, 2001, U.S. military forces attacked afghanistan, destroying al Qaeda’s 

terrorist training camps and overthrowing the Taliban government.

 In March 2003, the United States invaded Iraq and quickly defeated Iraqi 

military forces. what the military calls the “kinetic phase” of the war was akin 

to Thomas Hobbes’ state of nature: “nasty, brutish, and short.” The postwar 

phase of the war proved to be far more difficult than anyone had expected or 

predicted. when the U.S. reacted to the September 11 attacks by attacking both 

afghanistan and Iraq, a new era of american foreign policy had clearly begun, 

and policymakers, analysts, and journalists have already written many articles 

and books about these challenges to the United States (see the bibliographies in 

appendix C).

 This book examines the ways in which, and to what extent, these conflicts 

were related. In many respects, the wars on terrorism, and in afghanistan and 

Iraq are separate and discrete, but on another level, they are integrally linked; it 

is likely that in the future they will be viewed in that way. The underlying prem-

ise of this book is that the wars in afghanistan and Iraq can only be understood 

in relation to 9/11 and the ensuing war on terrorism, just as the wars in Korea 

and Vietnam can only be understood in relation to the cold war.

The organization of the Book

 This book is divided into three major parts. Part I focuses on the history and 

background of the principal countries involved in the wars against terrorism, 

afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq. Part II focuses on the major issues concerning 

these conflicts including assumptions, intelligence, war plans, postwar recon-

struction, policymaking, allies, and strategy. Part III of the book draws conclu-

sions concerning the lessons to be learned from these conflicts for the future.

 The central focus of this book is on U.S. policy toward terrorism, afghani-

stan, and Iraq. The book does not focus in great detail on each of the countries 
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involved in South asia; rather, it focuses on U.S. policy toward that vital region. 

In order to explain contemporary american policy, it is important to provide 

the historical context.

 Therefore, Chapter 2 describes U.S. dealings with Islamic countries with 

particular emphasis on american policy toward the Middle east and the ep-

ochal changes that took place in 1979, including the overthrow of the Shah of 

Iran, the conclusion of the egyptian-Israeli peace treaty, the rise of radical Is-

lamism, and the Soviet invasion of afghanistan.

 Chapter 3 focuses on afghanistan and Pakistan, and particularly the Soviet-

afghan conflict from 1979 to 1989, the rise of the Taliban in afghanistan, the 

development of nuclear weapons in Pakistan, and the relationship of Pakistan’s 

Inter-Services Intelligence organization to Islamic radical groups.

 Chapter  describes the geography, demographics, economics, and politics 

of Iraq during the reign of Saddam Hussein. It also focuses on the first war 

with Iraq in 1990–91 and the aftermath of that war.

 Chapter  focuses on the development of terrorism in the 1991–2001 period, 

with particular emphasis on the rise of osama bin laden and al Qaeda. In ad-

dition, several opponents to al Qaeda are examined, including afghanistan’s 

northern alliance headed by ahmed Massoud. The chapter concludes with a 

description of another day that will “live in infamy,” September 11, 2001.

 Chapter 6 describes the foreign policy of the George w. Bush administration, 

both before and following the attacks of September 11. The chapter describes 

the principal elements of the Bush Doctrine and the policies for attempting to 

deal with the threats posed by terrorism and weapons of mass destruction.

 In Part II, the focus changes from a consideration of history to the central 

issues of the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, including assumptions, intelligence, 

war plans, postwar reconstruction operations and planning, policymaking and 

the interagency process, relations with allies, and the strategies of the two wars.

 Chapter 7 outlines the assumptions of the Bush administration, including 

the linkage of 9/11 and Iraq, the duration of military operations, Iraqis’ recep-

tion of american soldiers, the role of expatriate leaders, the establishment of 

democracy, the costs of the wars, and best case assumptions.

 Chapter 8 focuses on intelligence issues concerning the conflicts, including 

intelligence failures, intelligence regarding afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, and 

U.S. governmental investigations of the use and abuse of intelligence. Informa-

tion and analysis concerning supposed weapons of mass destruction (wMD) 

in Iraq is examined.
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 Chapter 9 focuses on the ways that the U.S. government considered dealing 

with al Qaeda, afghanistan, and Iraq, including containment and deterrence, 

assassination and coups, the use of Special Forces, conventional military attack, 

or the utilization of mobile, lightly armored forces. This chapter focuses on 

the acute phase of military conflict, what the military refers to as the “kinetic” 

phase of conflict.

 Chapter 10 focuses on Phase IV of the military operations—postwar recon-

struction issues, programs, and problems—in both afghanistan and Iraq. The 

shortcomings of U.S. postwar planning in both afghanistan and Iraq are ex-

amined. In addition, Provincial reconstruction Teams (PrT) are described and 

assessed.

 Chapter 11 describes policymaking coordination and problems in the con-

flicts under investigation. The chapter focuses on the interagency process 

within the executive branch, the national Security Council, and the role and 

involvement of Congress. The coordination between and among these agen-

cies, departments, and governmental branches is evaluated.

 Chapter 12 describes the support for the wars in afghanistan and Iraq by 

various allies of the United States. In addition, the ways in which the United 

States dealt with its allies in these conflicts and the withdrawal of non-ameri-

can forces from afghanistan and Iraq are desccribed.

 Chapter 13 describes the significant change in strategy from a conventional 

counterterrorist strategy to a counterinsurgency approach in both afghanistan 

and Iraq. Some observers have noted that this change marked a strategic coun-

terrevolution. The “surges” of U.S. military forces in both afghanistan and Iraq 

are described.

 In Part III of the book, the conclusion presents a number of the strategic 

lessons to be drawn from the wars in afghanistan and Iraq. These lessons are 

presented as twenty-six articles, an approach borrowing from T. e. lawrence. 

In addition, the likely legacies of these two wars are described.

 The three appendices to the book are integral parts of it. appendix a con-

tains maps of afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, and the Middle east region. appen-

dix B is a chronology of the major events related to the subject of the book 

with an emphasis on the period since September 11, 2001. appendix C contains 

selected bibliographies on: (1) terrorism, counterterrorism, and counterinsur-

gency, (2) afghanistan and Pakistan, and (3) the Iraq war.
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2 the United States and  
islamic Countries

United States policies toward afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq cannot be under-

stood without considering broader american involvement with other Islamic 

countries including the greater Middle east. of course, this is a vast subject 

about which many articles and books have been written. In this chapter, I de-

scribe some of the major contours of the relationship between the United States 

and the Muslim world. I do so not as a Middle east specialist but rather from 

the perspective of someone with a primary interest in american foreign policy. 

I specifically focus on the following questions: (1) what are the emerging char-

acteristics of the Islamic world? (2) what are the major historical events and di-

visions within the Islamic world? (3) what impact do the politics and divisions 

within the Islamic world have upon U.S. policy toward afghanistan, Pakistan, 

and Iraq? and () what are the major U.S. interests in the Muslim world?

 The United States has dealt with Islamic countries since its founding; in-

deed, Morocco was the first country to recognize the United States as an inde-

pendent country, in 1777. This overview of the interaction of the United States 

with Islamic countries is simplified; yet, it provides the essential contours of the 

backdrop of U.S. policies toward afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq. Just as one 

cannot understand U.S. policies toward the Soviet Union, the People’s republic 

of China, and eastern europe from 197 through 1991 without an understand-

ing of U.S. cold war policy, one cannot comprehend american policies toward 

afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq without an understanding of U.S. interactions 

with individual Muslim countries and the Islamic world in general, including 

Muslims within non-Islamic countries.1

 For most of its history, the United States did not have a coherent strategy 

toward the Muslim world because its interests were neither threatened nor at 

stake. with the growth of radical Islamism, american interests are clearly at 

stake, and the U.S. has had to respond to this challenge.
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 at the crux of U.S. Middle eastern policy, and increasingly U.S. relations 

with the Muslim world at large, is the arab-Israeli relationship. Some have 

contended that if the arab-Israeli problem were resolved (whatever that would 

mean), conflict in the Middle east and South asia would subside. others be-

lieve that the Palestinian issue is the core of the arab-Israeli conflict and once 

resolved, conflict in the region would decrease significantly. a central value of 

Muslims is a belief in justice, and Muslims have a corresponding belief in fight-

ing injustice. reflecting their extreme interpretation of the meaning of justice 

and how to obtain it, Islamists call for an end to arab-Israeli conflict or even 

the elimination of Israel; however, it is not likely that either improbable pos-

sibility, even if effected, would put an end to terrorism or demands for the 

complete withdrawal of the U.S. from the region.

 radical, political Islamists dramatically emerged on the world scene in 1979 

and influenced world politics from that time on. although there were differ-

ences among Islamists, they generally were opposed to westernization, and 

particularly western notions of democratization, globalization, and seculariza-

tion of society. Some Islamists had their own irreconcilable vision of the west 

and its perceived evils and called for the establishment of a new caliphate.

emerging Characteristics of the Islamic world

 In the seventh century C.e., the Prophet Muhammad founded the religion 

of Islam. according to Muhammad, the five pillars of Islam consisted of the 

monotheistic proclamation of faith (the Shahada), prayer, pilgrimage to Mecca 

(the Hajj), charity, and the fast during the month of ramadan. The principles 

of Islam, one of the world’s principal religions, were laid down in the Quran. 

Islamic law, the Sharia, was contained in six thousand Quranic verses and the 

sayings and example of the Prophet Muhammad (the Sunnah), and these were 

supposed to constitute the basic foundation of all Islamic communities. Quranic 

verses provide guidance for the behavior of believers in topics as diverse as pun-

ishments for crimes such as adultery and drinking alcohol to the permissibility 

of wearing jewelry. Those Muslims who espouse a political agenda and whose 

goal is to establish an Islamic state are called Islamists, and they believe that the 

Sharia cannot be improved upon and are in favor of its becoming the founda-

tion of laws in Muslim societies. This conception of the basis of law as deriving 

from God contrasts markedly with the euro-american, enlightenment view of 

popular sovereignty: that law derives from people rather than God. Thus, in 
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many Islamic societies, politics, law, and religion are closely inter-related, and 

separation of church and state, a hallmark of Christian doctrine and western 

enlightenment, is foreign to almost all Islamic countries.

 The influence of Sharia is clear in a number of Islamic countries. For example, 

Saudi arabia has no formal constitution other than the Quran, and its flag bears 

the Islamic proclamation of faith, “There is no god but God, and Muhammad is 

his Messenger.” In addition, the former rulers of Saudi arabia, King Khalid and 

later King Fahd, ordered that they not be referred to as “King” but rather as “the 

Custodian of the Two Holy Places”: Mecca (the birthplace of Muhammad and 

the holiest site in Islam) and Medina (the location of the Prophet’s Mosque and 

the second holiest city). Saudis consider themselves to be the protectors of the 

most sacred cities in Islam and have assumed responsibility for fulfilling that 

role. For example, until 200, the Saudi government did not issue tourist visas to 

visit Saudi arabia; the only exceptions to this were visas issued only to Muslims 

to visit Mecca on pilgrimage, the Hajj. International airliners flying from asia 

to europe often refueled at Saudi airports in Dhahran or Jeddah, and when they 

did so, passengers were not allowed to deplane for both security reasons and 

because their presence would defile the sacred land of the Prophet. when King 

Fahd allowed the military forces of the United States and its allies to enter Saudi 

arabia to oppose Iraq in 1990 and to use Saudi military bases, radical Islamists 

were outraged. reflecting this view, osama bin laden wrote, “The most recent 

calamity to have struck Muslims is the occupation of the land of the two sanc-

tuaries, the hearth of the abode of Islam and the cradle of prophecy, since the 

death of the prophet and the source of the divine message—the site of the holy 

Kaaba to which all Muslims pray. and who is occupying it? The armies of the 

american Christians and their allies.”2

 Following the death of the Prophet Muhammad in 632 C.e., Muslims could 

not decide whether to choose Muhammad’s direct descendants or his close 

companions as his successor. Sunni Muslims believe that abu Bakr succeeded 

the Prophet as ruler of all Muslims, or caliph. Shia Muslims believe that author-

ity over the caliphate should have passed through Muhammad’s descendants 

beginning with the Prophet’s cousin and son-in-law, ali. In contrast, Sunnis 

supported the election of caliphs. Four years after the Prophet’s death, ali’s 

Shia followers killed the third caliph, and soon after, Sunnis killed Husain, ali’s 

son. This began the often-violent history of Shia-Sunni interaction. Since their 

initial split, the Shia and Sunnis have developed a number of cultural, theologi-

cal, and political differences.
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 Today, there are 1.3 billion Muslims in the world, and 8 to 90 percent of 

these are Sunnis. Table 2.1 provides a listing of the Shia population by coun-

try and shows that Iran has the greatest number of Shia and the largest Shia 

population as a percent of population of any other country. ninety percent of 

Iranians are Shia, two-thirds of Iraq’s population consists of Shia, and approxi-

mately 20 percent of both Pakistan and afghanistan is Shia. Thus, in both Iraq 

and Iran, Shia constitute a majority.

 The split between Shia and Sunnis has been a significant factor in the rela-

tionships of Islamic countries and within particular countries. Saddam Hussein 

was a Sunni, and from the time he came to power in Iraq in 1968 until the U.S. 

invasion and overthrow of Saddam in March 2003, Sunnis controlled the major 

state organizations including the military and security agencies. Throughout 

this period, Saddam’s government repressed the Shia segment of the popula-

tion. Both al Qaeda and the Taliban are Sunni and hold anti-Shia views.3

 Dr. Vali nasr, an authority on Shia and an adviser to the U.S. government, 

has shown that the Shia demand for fair representation is not a localized phe-

nomenon but is, rather, a broader endeavor.4 He has also noted that the “Shia 

revival” is likely to incite a Sunni extremist response. Indeed, one can readily 

see the way that this has occurred in Iraq. Following the overthrow of Saddam, 

Shia who had been repressed for decades reasserted their power and in some 

cases persecuted Sunnis.

  2 . 1

Shia Population by Country

Country Percent Shia
Total population 

(millions)
Shia population  

(millions)

afghanistan 20 28.4 5.9
azerbaijan 75 8.0 6.0
Bahrain 75 0.7 0.52
India 1 1,095.4 11.0
Iran 90 68.7 61.8
Iraq 65 26.8 17.4
Kuwait 30 2.4 0.73
lebanon 45 3.9 1.7
Pakistan 19 165.8 33.2
Qatar 16 0.89 0.14
Saudi arabia 10 27.0 2.7
Syria 1 18.9 0.19
Uae 6 2.6 0.16

Source: Compiled by author from data in Central Intelligence agency, World Factbook, www.cia.gov; Council on 
Foreign relations, The Chronicle (September 2006), p. 7.
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 The split between Shia and Sunnis is not the only division within the Mus-

lim world. Journalist Thomas Friedman has noted that politics in the Islamic 

world is “tribe-like”; that is, groups either in power or seeking power consist 

of an actual tribe, clan, religious sect, or a village group.5 Some anthropolo-

gists and sociologists contend that “tribe-like” organization resulted from the 

behavior and practices of actual tribes living in the harsh environment of the 

desert. In such a setting, it was essential that people in the same social group 

cooperate in order to survive. There was no centralized authority in this set-

ting, and consequently, the tribe became the primary social group and deter-

mined how and in what ways society should operate. Given this view, behavior 

that could be (and often is) ascribed to some Islamic countries resulted from 

bedouin culture and the harsh challenges of living and surviving in the desert. 

From this setting, the arab proverb evolved: “My brother and I against our 

cousin; my cousin and I against the stranger.” reflecting this view, osama bin 

laden wrote, “The Iraqi who is waging jihad against the infidel americans or 

allawi’s [former Iraqi Prime Minister ayad allawi] renegade government is our 

brother and companion, even if he was of Persian, Kurdish, or Turkoman ori-

gin.”6 Bin laden, a Sunni, therefore believed that opposing the U.S. was more 

important than opposing the Shia.

 Tribes or families still rule many Islamic governments today. For example, 

abdul aziz bin Saud was the founder of the Kingdom of Saudi arabia, and since 

his death in 193, his sons have continued to fill the top positions of the Saudi 

government. The current king, abdullah bin abdul aziz, is one of the fifty-three 

sons of the kingdom’s founder. The al-Sabah family has ruled Kuwait since 172 

and remains in control today. In Iraq, Saddam Hussein chose his subordinates 

and long-time close associates primarily from his native village of Tikrit and as-

sumed that he could trust them more than outsiders. Similarly, osama bin laden 

selected subordinates only from among known associates whom he trusted. This 

form of personnel selection made it extremely difficult to gain intelligence about 

osama bin laden and al Qaeda or Saddam and his government.

The Ideational Foundation of al Qaeda

 Bin laden, ayman al Zawahiri, and other members of al Qaeda were strongly 

influenced by three Islamist writers: Taqi al-Din ibn Taymiyya, Muhammad ibn 

abd al-wahhab, and Sayyid Qutb. although separated by centuries, these writ-

ers focused on similar themes that influenced radical contemporary Islamists.
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 Taqi al-Din ibn Taymiyya was born in 1263 about 30 miles northeast of Da-

mascus in what today is Turkey. Both his father and grandfather were respected 

theologians, and ibn Taymiyya followed in their footsteps. He was educated in 

Damascus, and his family had to flee the city in order to escape the invasion 

of the Mongols, who had ostensibly converted to Islam by professing belief 

in God and the Prophet Muhammad. The Quran prohibits warfare between 

Muslims, but this did not prevent Muslim Mongol converts from attacking 

and taking over Muslim dynasties throughout the Middle east. In his writings, 

ibn Taymiyya developed three major themes. First, he believed in a narrow, 

strict interpretation of the sources of Islam; namely, that only the teachings 

and deeds of the Prophet (the Sunnah) should be used to provide guidance for 

individuals and Islamic societies. Those such as ibn Taymiyya and later his fol-

lowers, such as osama bin laden and ayman Zawahiri, who believed in only 

the teachings of these “pious” ancestors, the salaf, are called salafis. Second, ibn 

Taymiyya believed in the intermingling of religion and politics. as terrorism 

experts Daniel Benjamin and Steven Simon have noted, “The modern notion 

of separate realms of the religious and secular world would have been incon-

ceivable to ibn Taymiyya, and to all Muslims of his time. Indeed, an integral 

part of Islam’s glory was the figure of the caliph—the divinely mandated leader 

whose forces led a lightning conquest of much of the known world for the 

faith.”7

 Ibn Taymiyya’s refusal to subordinate religion to politics had several impor-

tant implications. He believed that leaders should reflect true and literal beliefs 

of Islam, and if they did not, then they were guilty of apostasy and not worthy to 

lead. In a curious way, ibn Taymiyya’s view was similar to that of european en-

lightenment philosophers John locke and Jean Jacques rousseau, who believed 

that rulers had a “social contract” with their subjects that, if broken, justified 

revolution.8 The third belief that ibn Taymiyya developed concerned jihad, holy 

war. Perhaps reflecting the threat posed by attacking Mongols and contrary to 

traditional Islamic teachings, ibn Taymiyya sought to place jihad as a “pillar 

of Islam,” second only to the declaration of faith. In going against traditional 

Islamic teachings, ibn Taymiyya challenged the authority of religious scholars, 

just as his later disciple, osama bin laden, would also do. In an essay published 

in 199, bin laden wrote, “The Imam ibn Taymiyya says, ‘when it comes to 

jihad, we must take into consideration the correct opinion of religious scholars 

who have experienced what is confronting the worldly men, except for those 

who focus solely on the ritual aspects of religion; their opinion should not be 
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taken, nor should the opinion of religious scholars who have no experience in 

the world.’”9 In other words, bin laden argued that Muslims should follow him 

rather than those who were formally trained in religion. Bin laden repeatedly 

refers to ibn Taymiyya throughout his writings and statements, referring to 

him as the “Sheikh of Islam.” In his 1998 proclamation of a jihad against “Jews 

and Crusaders,” bin laden approvingly quotes ibn Taymiyya, “as for fighting 

to repel an enemy, which is the strongest way to defend freedom and religion, 

it is agreed that this [jihad] is a duty. after faith, there is no greater duty than 

fighting an enemy who is corrupting religion and the world.”10 Ibn Taymiyya 

emphasized the literal, strict interpretation of Islamic beliefs, the unification 

of religion and politics, and support for jihad, and these three central beliefs 

strongly influenced contemporary salafis such as osama bin laden.

 a second major influence on contemporary Islamists came from Muham-

mad ibn abd al-wahhab, who was born in 1703 in al-Uyayna, arabia, then a 

part of the ottoman empire. His father and grandfather were both judges, and 

rather than following in their footsteps, al-wahhab studied religion in Medina, 

Baghdad, Isfahan, Qom, and Basra, where he was forced to leave for accusing 

its population of apostasy. al-wahhab was strongly influenced by the works of 

ibn Taymiyya, who had lived four centuries before him and who called for a 

return to the basics of early Islam—the Quran and the hadith, the sayings and 

teachings of the early followers of Muhammad. any legal ruling or pronounce-

ment issued on the basis of anything except the classics constituted apostasy. 

as author lawrence wright has noted, al-wahhab “believed that God clothed 

Himself in a human form; he rejected the intercessory prayer of saints and ex-

pressions of reverence for the dead; and he demanded that Muslim men refuse 

to trim their beards. He banned holidays, even the Prophet’s birthday, and his 

followers destroyed many of the holy sites, which he considered idols. He gave 

a warrant to his followers that they could kill or rape or plunder those who 

refused to follow his injunctions.”11 In simply listing these prohibitions, one 

can see the influence that al-wahhab had on a later radical Islamist group, the 

Taliban, which instituted many of these rules when they took over afghanistan. 

when al-wahhab vandalized popular shrines in his hometown of al-Uyayna 

as being idolatrous, he was thrown out of town, much as he had earlier been 

ostracized by Basra; he went to Dariyya, a small town close to modern riyadh, 

where he met the ruling sheik, Muhammad ibn Saud, who wanted to extend 

his control over central arabia. al-wahhab viewed ibn Saud as a leader with 

whom he could work to promote his view of Islam, and, thus, as Benjamin and 
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Simon point out, “[an]“an alliance of power and faith was born.”12 al-wah-

hab’s influence was so great that those who believe in his strict version of Islam 

are referred to as “wahhabis.” This was a sometimes tense alliance that would 

nevertheless endure into present-day Saudi arabia. The theocratic character 

of Saudi arabia is evident in a number of ways; for example, the Quran is the 

constitution and law within the kingdom, and there is a religious police force, 

the Mutawain, that even today patrols Saudi streets ensuring that women are 

covered up properly with an abaya, that shopkeepers observe the call to prayer 

five times per day, and that other Islamic laws in the Quran are observed. The 

Mutawain illustrates the melding of state and religion; it is governed by the 

Committee for the Protection of Virtue and the Prevention of Vice, which, in 

turn, is controlled by the governmental Ministry of the Interior. In essence, the 

Mutawain represents the cooptation of a religious cadre by the government.

 Following the 1938 discovery of oil and the resulting wealth from the oil 

industry, Saudi arabia was transformed from an undeveloped country of rov-

ing bedouins into a modern nation-state. However, despite this remarkable 

transformation in a matter of a few decades, the alliance between political and 

religious leaders endured, and the Saudi government and population, buoyed 

by petro-dollars, supported the alliance in several different ways. Saudi arabia’s 

population, constituting 1 percent of the 1.3 billion world’s total Muslim popu-

lation, nevertheless provides more than 90 percent of the aid to construct and 

maintain thousands of mosques, schools, and colleges throughout the world.13 

wahhabi clerics and teachers are the ones who staff these institutions and 

propagate salafi beliefs.

 Sayyid Qutb, an egyptian writer, theoretician, and member of the Muslim 

Brotherhood, exerted the third major influence on contemporary Islamist 

thinking. referring to Qutb, Professor John Calvert has noted, “no other Is-

lamist ideologue . . . exerted a comparable influence on the phenomenon, both 

in his day and in the generations that followed”14 How did Qutb achieve such 

prominence within the Islamic world?

 Born in 1906 in a small town in upper egypt, Qutb as a young person was 

not particularly religious, although he had memorized the Quran by the time 

he was ten years old. as a young man, he worked as an inspector for the egyp-

tian ministry of education, which sent him to the United States for higher 

education and to improve his english language skills in november 198, just 

six months after the establishment of the state of Israel. Qutb studied english 

in washington, DC, during the first half of 199, and then moved to Greeley, 
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Colorado, to attend Colorado State College of education (now the University 

of north Colorado). Qutb was appalled by what he observed in the U.S., which 

he viewed as sexual licentiousness, rampant materialism, pervasive racism, ex-

cessive individual freedom, and secularization. He wrote to a friend, “The soul 

has no value to americans. There has been a Ph.D. dissertation about the best 

way to clean dishes, which seems more important to them than the Bible or 

religion.”15 For many foreign students, including many from Muslim countries, 

study in the U.S. gave them an appreciation for american ideals and institu-

tions; for Qutb, his time in the U.S. alienated and radicalized him.

 Soon after he returned to egypt in august 190, he joined the Muslim Broth-

erhood, a popular movement that had begun in egypt in 1928 to promote its 

credo: “God is our objective; the Quran is our constitution; the Prophet is our 

leader; struggle is our way; and death for the sake of God is the highest of our 

aspirations.”16 The Brotherhood had political as well as religious objectives, and 

beginning in 198, its members attacked British and Jewish businesses in order 

to pressure Britain to withdraw from egypt and to protest the establishment 

of the state of Israel. The egyptian ruler, King Farouk, ordered the disman-

tling of the Brotherhood, which responded by assassinating the egyptian prime 

minister. The government then killed the founder of the Brotherhood, Hassan 

al-Banna. It was in this environment that Qutb developed his ideas, many of 

which were based on those of ibn Taymiyya and ibn abd al-wahhab. like the 

two earlier writers, Qutb believed in the restoration of an earlier, purer form 

of Islam. Central to Qutb’s thought is his idea of jahiliyya, an Islamic concept 

describing the period before the development of Islam and a general state of 

ignorance of Islam. applying this term to modern Muslim societies, Qutb be-

lieved that “the influence of european imperialism had left the Muslim world 

in a condition of debased ignorance similar to that of the pre-Islamic era.”17 

according to this view, many Muslims in the modern world had “fallen into 

a pre-Islamic state of barbarity, especially those where Muslims have forsaken 

God’s law in favor of man-made laws.”18 Believing that the egyptian govern-

ment had forsaken the Islamic way and becoming involved in the Muslim 

Brotherhood’s attempt to overthrow Gamal abdel nasser, Qutb was arrested, 

tried, found guilty of subversion, and executed in 1966. But his ideas did not 

die with him. Qutb’s biographer John Calvert characterizes Qutb as the “most 

famous thinker” of the Muslim Brotherhood, and Benjamin and Simon write 

that Qutb “is the Islamic world’s answer to Solzhenitsyn, Sartre, and Havel, and 

he easily ranks with all of them in influence.”19
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 Taqi al-Din ibn Taymiyya, Muhammad ibn abd al-wahhab, and Sayyid 

Qutb were the most influential thinkers in the salafi school of Islam, and a 

number of contemporary Islamists, including osama bin laden, ayman Zawa-

hiri, and Mullah omar, attempted to implement their ideas in contemporary 

society. However, there were other schools of thought in Islam that differed 

with salafiyya in religious doctrine and practice. Sufism is a mystical, tolerant 

form of Islam brought to South asia from arabia, and it is more inward look-

ing than salafism. Some Pakistani and many afghan Muslims are Sufis, and 

they often have serious and deep-seated doctrinal or religious differences with 

their salafist coreligionists.20 Sometimes these differences develop into prob-

lems and even conflicts. For example, salafist members of al Qaeda in afghani-

stan, in keeping with their beliefs, would sometimes destroy memorials to the 

dead, and this caused problems with afghan Sufis, who believe in revering dead 

relatives.

 Basing their views on radical interpretations of Islam, militant Muslims op-

posed modern trends toward westernization, globalization, secularization, and 

democratization. For example, Islamic societies have been characterized by au-

thoritarian rule in which power is concentrated in a single ruler or elite and 

not bound by any constitutional framework or strictures, save the guidelines of 

the Sharia. Various types of authoritarianism can be viewed on a scale ranging 

from relatively benign to malevolent. In benign authoritarian governments, the 

leaders hold open meetings with their subjects called majlis, which simultane-

ously perform the functions of legislature, executive, and judiciary, and this 

provides some connection and interface between the government and its citi-

zens. at the other extreme are malevolent authoritarian governments that are 

centralized and dominated by a single leader or restricted elite. Clearly, Saddam 

Hussein and Taliban leader Mullah omar were all characteristic of the second 

type of ruler, and even though he has never been the ruler of a country, osama 

bin laden is a malevolent authoritarian leader.

History and Politics

 no country can escape its past, and those in the Middle east and South asia 

are no exception to this generalization. Following the death of Muhammad, 

the first caliph, abu Bakr, successfully unified the arabian Peninsula and then 

attacked and took over Palestine by 636. Jerusalem, and particularly Haram al-

Sharif (also known as the Temple Mount to Jews), is the third most sacred place 
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in Islam after Mecca and Medina and is the site of two major Muslim shrines, 

the Dome of the rock, where Muslims believe Muhammad ascended to heaven, 

and the al-aqsa mosque, the largest in Jerusalem.

 Jerusalem is the cradle of three of the world’s religions—Islam, Judaism, and 

Christianity. In 1100, european crusaders captured Jerusalem, and a century 

later a Turkish-speaking warrior named osman, who had converted to Islam, 

took over the fringes of the eastern roman or Byzantine empire. Thus the ot-

toman (or osmanli) empire was established. By the fifteenth century, osman’s 

successors had conquered and replaced the Byzantium empire. In the north, 

they had expanded into Crimea; in the south, to the arabian Peninsula and the 

Persian Gulf; in the east, to Baghdad and Basra; and in the west, to egypt and 

north africa. By the sixteenth century, the ottoman empire included what we 

know of today as the Middle east, north africa, the Balkans, and the countries 

of Greece, Serbia, Croatia, albania, romania, Bulgaria, and much of Hungary. 

within this empire there were more than twenty different nationalities, and it 

stretched from the Persian Gulf to the Danube river. The estimated population 

of the ottoman empire was around 0 million at the time when england’s 

population was  million.

 During the last part of the nineteenth century, ottoman control of its far-

flung empire began to wane, and during and after world war I, control of the 

Middle east shifted from the Turks to the British and French.21 as a result of 

a number of agreements, by 1922 the ottoman empire was no more, and the 

residual political entity was Turkey. Since the fall of the ottoman empire, cen-

tralized Muslim authority, which Muslims call the caliphate, ceased to exist. ac-

cording to Sayyid Qutb, a new caliphate governed by Sharia would emerge only 

after there was a revival of Islam in one country. once the Taliban took over in 

afghanistan, bin laden and other Islamists believed that it could become a new 

caliphate.

 During world war I the British had opposed the Turks, and the most fa-

mous of the anti-Turkish British officers was the brilliant, but idiosyncratic, 

T. e. lawrence, one of the first of the twentieth-century insurgency strategists 

and practitioners. It was lawrence of arabia who famously noted, “To make 

war upon rebellion is messy and slow, like eating soup with a knife.”22 lawrence 

wrote “27 articles,” a distillation of the lessons he had learned leading arabs in 

combat against the Turks. Several articles were particularly pointed. In article 

1 lawrence presciently advised, “Do not try to do too much with your own 

hands. Better the arabs do it tolerably than you do it perfectly. It is their war, 
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and you are to help them, not to win it for them. actually, also, under the very 

odd conditions of arabia, your practical work will not be as good, perhaps, as 

you think it is.”23

 In May 1916, Britain, France, and russia reached an agreement by which 

Palestine would be internationalized. In november 1917, British lord Balfour 

sent a letter to lord rothschild, the head of the Zionist Federation in Great 

Britain, promising British support for the establishment in Palestine of a na-

tional home for the Jewish people on the understanding that “nothing shall be 

done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jew-

ish communities in Palestine.” Under the Palestine Mandate, Britain controlled 

Palestine on both sides of the Jordan river; however, in 1922, the two-thirds of 

Palestine lying to the east of the Jordan river became the autonomous state of 

Transjordan. at this time, there were 8,000 Jews in Palestine. as repression 

of Jews increased in europe, Jewish refugees immigrated in large numbers to 

Palestine, and by 1939, there were ,000 Jews in Palestine.

 world war II and the genocidal murder of 6 million Jews in the concentra-

tion camps of nazi Germany gave further impetus to the Zionist movement to 

establish a Jewish state in Palestine. with the outbreak of war, the nazi slaugh-

ter of european Jews began, and in May 192, the Zionist conference in new 

york City formally called for the establishment of a Jewish state.24 at the end of 

the war, President Truman supported the creation of a Jewish country, and in 

May 197, the newly founded United nations established a special committee 

to investigate the calls for the founding of a new state. In november, the Un 

General assembly voted to partition Palestine into separate arab and Jewish 

states. on May 1, 198, the state of Israel declared its independence, and within 

a matter of hours, both the Soviet Union and the United States, the two most 

powerful states in the world at that time, formally recognized Israel’s state-

hood.

arab-Israeli relations

 The founding of the state of Israel created a homeland for the estimated 

60,000 Jews who had immigrated by 198, but at the same time it displaced 

arabs who had lived in Palestine for generations; this underlying tension con-

tributed to ongoing conflict between arab countries and Israel. Soon after the 

founding of Israel, armed forces from egypt and Jordan with some troops from 

Syria, lebanon, and Iraq jointly invaded Israel in a failed attempt to destroy the 
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newly established state. The arab countries signed separate armistices with Is-

rael, and as a result of these, Jordan occupied the Jordan river’s west Bank and 

Jerusalem, and egypt occupied the Gaza Strip. During the 190s, there was a 

massive ethnic migration throughout the Middle east; hundreds of thousands 

of Jews left arab countries for Israel, and an estimated 70,000 arab Palestin-

ians left Israel, going primarily to Jordan.

 Sir lawrence Freedman has identified two radical waves of change in the 

Middle east since the end of world war II: the first of these was led by arab 

nationalists, and in particular Gamal abdel nasser, who became egypt’s leader 

following the overthrow of King Farouk in 192.25 The second radical wave 

was led by radical Islamists and began with the 1979 Iranian revolution. Both 

the first and the second waves were anticolonial and anti-Zionist, and both 

formed the backdrop to american relations with Islamic countries for decades 

to come.

 on the surface, american political ideals and nasser’s anticolonial orienta-

tion should have been complementary or at least not inconsistent; however, 

nasser strongly supported both the emerging nonaligned movement and al-

geria’s rebellion against France. reflecting his emphasis on arab nationalism 

and power, in 196 nasser nationalized control of the Suez Canal, which had 

been run by a Franco-British company. In response, Israel, Britain, and France 

invaded egypt to reassert control over the canal in november 196. President 

eisenhower publicly condemned the action by the three U.S. allies, and they 

were forced to withdraw. The United nations established a peacekeeping force 

that implemented a ceasefire and occupied the Sinai Peninsula.

 nasser attempted to reassert his claims for arab nationalism in June 1967 by 

forcing the Un force to withdraw from Sinai and by imposing a blockade of the 

Straits of Tiran. responding to these actions, Israel attacked and forced egypt 

to withdraw from the Sinai, taking over the Gaza Strip, Syria’s Golan Heights, 

and the west Bank of the Jordan river, including the old city of Jerusalem, in 

only six days of fighting. as Freedman notes, “More than anything else, it was 

the June 1967 war with Israel that undermined nasserism. . . . Suddenly Israel 

was more than three times its previous size. nasser’s bombastic rhetoric of glo-

rious victory was revealed to be without foundation.”26 after six days, a United 

nations ceasefire ended the fighting.

 nasser remained in power until his death in 1970, when he was succeeded 

by anwar Sadat; however, the arab defeat in the Six Day war of 1967 marked 

the beginning of the end of the first wave of radicalism in the Middle east. 
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There were signs that a new wave was emerging. For example, on July 22, 1968, 

terrorists who were part of George Habash’s Popular Front for the liberation 

of Palestine (PFlP) hijacked an Israeli el al flight bound from rome to Tel 

aviv. Most of the passengers were released in algiers, and the remaining twelve 

hostages were eventually released unharmed after Israel agreed to the release 

of Palestinian militants who had been held in Israeli prisons. Many consider 

this to be the first act in the annals of modern terrorism.27 This was followed 

in September 1970 by the hijacking of several planes, which were held at an old 

royal air Force base in Jordan. King Hussein ordered an attack on the planes 

and a crackdown on radical Palestinians, who came to refer to Jordan’s attack 

as “Black September.” Pakistani General Zia ul Haq commanded a Pakistani 

counterterrorism training mission in Jordan, and its members helped to de-

feat the militant Palestinians.28 This event dramatically marked the distinction 

between moderate arabs such as King Hussein, who were willing to accept the 

existence of the state of Israel, and radical Muslims who called for the elimina-

tion of Israel. The debate between these two factions would continue unabated 

for decades.

 Frustrated by their defeat in the Six Day war, egypt and Syria sought to 

regain the territory that they had lost. on october 6, 1973, on yom Kippur, the 

holiest day of the Jewish year, egypt and Syria launched a combined, simulta-

neous surprise attack on Israel from the south and the north. Initially, egyptian 

and Syrian forces made great gains against Israeli forces; this was definitely not 

a repeat of the Six Day war. within two weeks, however, Israel was successful in 

driving the Syrians back and retaking the Golan Heights and forcing the egyp-

tians back across the Suez Canal. once again, a United nations peacekeeping 

force enforced a ceasefire, and in January 197 Israel withdrew from the Suez 

Canal’s west bank. with Henry Kissinger serving as intermediary, Israel signed 

two disengagement agreements with egypt and one agreement with Syria con-

cerning the Golan Heights. even though Israel defeated egypt and Syria on 

the battlefield, the yom Kippur war demonstrated that arab countries could 

challenge Israel. But this war did not resolve any of the long-standing issues 

between Israel and its arab neighbors, which continued to reject the very exis-

tence of the Jewish state.

 In 1977, President anwar Sadat announced that he would visit Jerusalem, the 

first significant indication of reconciliation between Israel and an arab state. 

The reaction by other arab states was vociferously negative. For example, Iraq 

condemned Sadat’s move and cut its ties with egypt. The league of arab States 
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suspended egypt’s membership from 1979 to 1989 and moved the league’s of-

fice from Cairo to Tunis.

 relations between Israel and the arab world worsened in 1978, when Israel 

assisted lebanese Christian forces in their civil war against lebanese Muslims. 

after a terrorist attack by the Palestinian liberation organization based in leb-

anon, Israel invaded southern lebanon. Subsequently, Israel voluntarily with-

drew from lebanon and allowed United nations forces to take over; however, 

Israel continued to support lebanese Christian militia forces, the Phalangists. 

Following more terrorist attacks against Israel, it occupied southern lebanon 

in 1980.

1979: The year of Transition and  

the Second wave of Islamic radicalism

 Many times in history, the significance of events is clear only in retrospect; 

that is certainly the case with 1979. In the course of that year, the Shah of Iran 

was deposed; Iranian radicals took over the U.S. embassy in Tehran; Saddam 

Hussein became president of Iraq; Israel and egypt signed a peace treaty; radi-

cal Muslims seized the Grand Mosque in Mecca; Pakistani radicals attacked 

and burned the U.S. embassy in Islamabad; and the Soviet Union invaded af-

ghanistan.29 In short, the events of 1979 dramatically marked the beginning of 

the second wave of Islamic radicalism, and this wave was characterized by an-

ticolonialism, a resurgence of radical, political Islam, and the beginning of ac-

ceptance of Israel by the largest arab state, egypt. It was as if the driver of his-

tory had one foot on the brake and one foot on the accelerator; the centrifugal 

and centripetal forces of history were battling each other.

 Since the overthrow of Iranian Prime Minister Muhammad Mossadegh in 

193 with the help of the CIa, the Shah of Iran had exercised firm control over 

his country, and the United States supported and relied on the Shah. For years, 

the U.S. considered Iran to be one of the three pillars, along with Saudi arabia 

and Israel, of U.S. policy in the Middle east. although most Iranians were Mus-

lims, they differed from many of their arab neighbors in two ways. First, they 

were ethnic Persians and not arabs, and the two groups resent being confused 

with each other. Second, 90 percent of Iranians are Shia Muslims, the most con-

centrated Shia population of any country in the world (see Table 2.1). The divide 

within Islam between Shia and Sunnis has been and remains an important fis-

sure among Muslims. Iran shared a characteristic with a number of its arab 
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Muslim neighbors—vast oil and gas reserves. Iran possessed 10 percent of the 

world’s proven oil reserves and, because of its substantial revenue from oil sales, 

became one of the biggest purchasers of american weapons. The nixon admin-

istration approved the sale of more than $20 billion worth of U.S.-produced 

weapons. President Carter considered Iran to be “an island of stability in one 

of the more troubled areas of the world,” and of the Shah, Carter said, “[T]here 

is no leader with whom I have a deeper sense of personal gratitude and per-

sonal friendship.”30 Thus, when the Shah was deposed in January 1979, it came 

as a surprising shock to U.S. policymakers.31 eleven months later, radical Irani-

ans took over the american embassy in Tehran and took sixty-six americans 

hostage in apparent retaliation for the United States admitting the Shah to the 

U.S. for medical treatment. Freeing the hostages dominated the foreign policy 

agenda of the Carter administration from the time that the hostages were seized 

on november , 1979, until Carter left office in January 1981. The Iranian hostage 

crisis significantly weakened Carter among the U.S. electorate and contributed 

to his defeat by ronald reagan in the 1980 presidential election, and in this sense 

the crisis helped to usher reaganism into american politics.

 radical Islamists were also active in afghanistan. on February 1, 1979, the 

U.S. ambassador to afghanistan, adolph Dubs, was kidnapped by a Tajik sep-

aratist group, Setami-i-Milli (oppressed national Movement). Tajiks were a 

different ethnic group than the dominant Pashtuns of afghanistan and were 

opposed by the Pashtuns. Dubs was later killed during a rescue attempt by af-

ghan security forces. one week following the killing, the Carter administration 

announced that it was going to make deep cuts in the U.S. aid program for af-

ghanistan because of Dubs’ killing and because of the “abysmal human rights 

record” of the afghan government.

 not all of the news concerning the Middle east was bad in early 1979, though, 

for in March, Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin and egyptian President 

anwar Sadat signed a peace treaty that ended more than thirty years of un-

mitigated hostility between the two states. Significantly, egypt became the first 

arab state to recognize Israel and its right to exist. egyptian President Sadat 

recognized the significance and danger of what he was doing, and in october 

1982, a radical member of the Muslim Brotherhood assassinated the egyptian 

visionary who had dared to pursue peace with Israel. a mirror image of this 

tragedy occurred in Israel thirteen years later when a radical Jewish nationalist 

assassinated yitzhak rabin, the Israeli visionary who had pursued peace with 

egypt with the oslo accords.
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 The rise of Shia fundamentalism concerned the Sunni leadership of Iraq, 

and in July Saddam Hussein became president and solidified his control 

through a combination of patronage, terror, and the cynical use of religion for 

his own purposes.

 The events of early 1979 illustrated the conflicting tendencies of Islam in this 

period. although the egyptian-Israeli peace treaty was an indicator of modera-

tion, the overthrow of the Shah and takeover of the U.S. embassy in Tehran 

were indicators that radical Islamists were on the rise. a further indicator of 

this occurred in Saudi arabia, one of the most conservative Islamic countries, 

where in november a group of almost 00 Saudi terrorists, inspired by the 

writings of ibn Taymiyya and abd al-wahhab, took over the Grand Mosque in 

the holiest city of Islam, Mecca, and held hundreds of pilgrims hostage.32 The 

attack had taken the Saudi government by surprise, and it did not respond for 

more than a week. The government requested the architectural plans of the 

Grand Mosque from the Bin laden Brothers for Contracting and Industry (the 

company founded by osama bin laden’s father), which was in charge of many 

construction projects in Mecca, and government forces planned their counter-

attack on the basis of these plans. when the government’s attack was launched, 

it was brutally effective. official estimates indicated that the number of people 

killed was in the hundreds; unofficial estimates are in excess of ,000 killed.33 

More than sixty leaders of the uprising were captured, tried, convicted, and 

decapitated, the largest mass execution in Saudi history.34

 The day after radicals attacked the Grand Mosque, other radicals in Paki-

stan attacked the american embassy in Islamabad and two american cultural 

centers in rawalpindi and lahore. according to reports, the attackers were 

responding to radio broadcasts from Iran indicating that the U.S. and Israel 

were involved in the takeover of the Grand Mosque. The anti-american/anti-

Israeli rioters consisted mostly of students from Quaid-I-azam University and 

were connected with the Islamic Party, Jamaat-e-Islami, which, in turn, was 

influenced by the radical Muslim Brotherhood. Fifteen thousand people sur-

rounded the embassy while 139 embassy personnel hid in the basement, and it 

looked as if events in Islamabad were going to mimic those in Tehran. eventu-

ally, the anti-american riot played itself out, and the crisis ended with four 

deaths. But events in both Iran, which was hostile to the U.S., and Pakistan, 

whose government was friendly toward the U.S., indicated that radical Islam 

was playing an increasingly important role in Middle eastern politics.

 The year 1979 also marked the emergence of “political Islam,” whose adher-
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ents are called “Islamists.” In its development, Christian doctrine addressed the 

relationship between religion and government, and there have been several no-

table Christian theocracies in which church and state were one, including John 

Calvin’s Geneva and the Puritan Massachusetts Bay Colony. However, the pre-

dominant Christian doctrine called for the separation of church and state. In 

contrast, many Islamic countries have followed long-held practices of mixing 

religion and politics.35 Islamism is a political movement, and complicating the 

problem is the fact that central religious authority in Islam is nonexistent or 

ambiguous. Sunnis, which constitute 90 percent of the world’s Muslims, have 

no universally recognized religious leaders, although Shia do. This ambiguity 

opens the door for those inclined to use religion for their purposes. Saddam 

Hussein, for example, was essentially a secular leader, but when it suited his 

purposes, just as Stalin had done in the Soviet Union, he used religion. Simi-

larly, osama bin laden issued religious edicts (fatwa) with no formal religious 

authority to do so.

U.S. Interests in the Middle east and South asia

 Given the ferment of issues and events in the Middle east and South asia 

highlighted by the events of 1979, it would have been timely and relevant to 

consider american interests and priorities in the Middle east and South asia, 

and there was some consideration of these issues in the U.S. government. But 

the significance of the events of 1979 was not immediately recognized. There 

are four major U.S. interests in the greater Middle east region.36

 First, the United States over time became increasingly interested in the oil 

in the region. Prior to world war II, the U.S. was actually an exporter of oil; 

in fact, one of the factors that contributed to Japan’s decision to attack ameri-

can forces at Pearl Harbor in December 191 was the U.S. decision to stop ex-

porting oil to Japan.37 Given the increasing consumption of oil by the United 

States, over time it became a voracious importer of oil, and much of this came 

from Middle east oil producers, which possessed the lion’s share of the world’s 

proven oil reserves: Saudi arabia possessed approximately 2 percent, Iraq pos-

sessed 10 percent, Iran possessed 10 percent, and Kuwait possessed 10 percent.38 

as Table 2.2 demonstrates, the United States became increasingly dependent 

on the Middle east as a source of petroleum. In addition, many of the shipping 

routes for transporting oil from the Middle east to the U.S., europe, and Japan 
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bordered Middle eastern countries, increasing the vulnerability of oil import-

ers to a possible oil cutoff.

 The second interest of the United States in the Middle east and South asia 

was related to the first: namely, promoting stability in the region. The U.S. 

would not have assured access to Middle eastern oil without stability; conse-

quently, the United States sought to support stable governments in the region, 

and this goal was purchased at the cost of ideological consistency for the U.S. 

For example, most governments in the region were authoritarian, hardly con-

sistent with the american policy, since the days of woodrow wilson if not be-

fore, of supporting the self-determination of people; yet, in Saudi arabia, Iran, 

and the Gulf states, the U.S. supported authoritarian governments. why? Be-

cause they were stable and assured the United States access to oil, the lifeblood 

of any modern, advanced, industrial state.

 But the U.S. government and society are not monolithic, and there was a 

  2 .2

U.S. Petroleum Imports by Country of origin, 1970–2008

year
Persian 
Gulf* Iraq

Saudi 
arabia

Total 
oPeC

Total non-
oPeC

Imports 
from 

Persian 
Gulf as % 

of total 
imports

Imports 
from 

oPeC as 
% of total 
imports

1970 121 0 30 1,294 2,126 3.5 37.8
1972 471 4 190 2,046 2,695 9.9 43.2
1974 1,030 0 461 3,256 2,856 17.0 53.3
1976 1,840 26 1,230 5,066 2,247 25.2 69.3
1978 2,219 62 1,144 5,751 2,612 26.5 68.8
1980 1,519 28 1,261 4,300 2,609 22.0 62.2
1982 696 3 552 2,146 2,968 13.6 42.0
1984 506 12 325 2,049 3,388 9.3 37.7
1986 912 81 685 2,837 3,387 14.7 45.6
1988 1,514 345 1,073 3,520 3,882 20.8 47.6
1990 1,996 518 1,339 4,296 3,721 24.5 53.6
1992 1,778 0 1,720 4,092 3,796 22.5 51.9
1994 1,728 0 1,402 4,247 4,749 19.2 47.2
1996 1,604 1 1,363 4,211 5,267 16.9 44.4
1998 2,136 336 1,491 4,905 5,803 19.9 45.8
2000 2,488 620 1,572 5,203 6,257 21.7 45.4
2002 2,269 459 1,552 4,605 6,925 19.7 39.9
2004 2,493 656 1,558 5,701 7,444 19.0 43.4
2006 2,211 553 1,463 5,517 8,190 16.6 40.2
2008 2,373 627 1,532 5,958 6,914 18.4 46.3

Source: U.S. Department of energy; http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/aer/txt/ptb00.html.
*Persian Gulf category includes Bahrain, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Qatar, Saudi arabia, United arab emirates, and 

the neutral Zone between Kuwait and Saudi arabia.
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strong tradition in american political culture of supporting democratic pro-

cesses and ideals, and this tradition led many americans both in and out of 

government to support a third objective in the Middle east and South asia: 

democratic values. as a part of this approach, the U.S. supported democratic 

movements and parties, and the most prominent of these was Israel. Given the 

horrific losses of the Holocaust and the significant Jewish constituency within 

the U.S., it is not surprising that a prominent american objective in the Middle 

east was the survival and security of Israel. Many Muslims have no direct ex-

perience with democracy, do not believe democracy is the best form of govern-

ment, and the american support of Israel as a democratic state simply height-

ened Islamic hostility to the idea of democracy. In the minds of many Islamists 

the United States, Israel, and democracy are integrally related leading them to 

reject democracy as an acceptable political system.

 In addition, as part of its emphasis on ideals in the Middle east and South 

asia, the United States supported what it viewed as a fourth interest: funda-

mental human rights. Indeed, one of the most distinctive aspects of the U.S. 

approach to international relations, if not the most distinctive, is its moralistic 

approach to foreign policy. of course, the actual level of support for human 

rights has waxed and waned with each presidential administration, but to a 

greater or lesser degree, human rights has been a constant attribute of ameri-

can foreign policy since the founding of the republic. Jimmy Carter was the 

president who most emphasized human rights in recent decades, and some 

have argued that the pressure that he placed on the Shah of Iran actually con-

tributed to the Shah’s downfall. For example, Carter condemned the use of 

torture by the Shah’s secret police, SaVaK. For most of its history, the United 

States strongly opposed the use of “cruel and unusual punishment.” In many 

Islamic countries corporal punishment, such as cutting off a hand for thievery 

or decapitation for capital crimes, is still practiced. even close U.S. allies, such 

as Saudi arabia, have engaged in such practices, causing tensions between the 

two countries.

 There was, of course, no problem with any one of these four american ob-

jectives; however, the problem was trying to balance and even reconcile these 

goals. For example, the U.S. wanted access to Middle eastern oil, which re-

quired stability in the region. But the U.S. also supported Israel, and at times 

these goals were mutually exclusive and both could not be accomplished si-

multaneously. During the yom Kippur war of 1973, the United States resup-

plied Israel with military equipment, and in response, the arab members of the 
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organization of Petroleum exporting Countries (oPeC) imposed an embargo 

of shipments of oil to the U.S., resulting in a fourfold increase in the price of oil 

from three dollars per barrel in September 1973 to twelve dollars a barrel two 

months later. The United States also supported the promotion of democracy 

and human rights, but this goal conflicted with the orientations of many of the 

authoritarian oil suppliers in the Middle east.
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3 Afghanistan, Pakistan, and  
the United States

afghanistan and Pakistan have been linked in various ways for many years, and 

as Stephen Philip Cohen has noted, “any comprehensive policy toward Paki-

stan must also address Pakistan’s relationship with afghanistan. The two states 

have a long-standing and complex relationship, which took an astounding turn 

when american forces removed the Taliban government with Pakistan’s reluc-

tant assistance.”1 General David Petraeus has pointed out, “one cannot ade-

quately address the challenges in afghanistan without adding Pakistan into the 

equation.”2 respected oxford University Professor adam roberts has pointed 

out, “Granted the indissoluble connection between afghanistan and Pakistan, 

any policy in respect of the one has to be framed in light of its effects on the 

other.”3 Counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen has noted, “afghanistan is 

one theater in a larger confrontation with transnational takfiri terrorism . . . .”4 

according to journalist Bob woodward, President obama noted in late 2009, 

“we need to make clear to people that the cancer is in Pakistan.”5

 afghanistan under the Taliban was the country that provided sanctuary to 

al Qaeda and enabled its members to train an estimated 60,000 terrorists.6 ac-

cording to the 9/11 Commission, “afghanistan was the incubator for al Qaeda 

and for the 9/11 attacks.”7 In May 1998, Pakistan detonated six nuclear explo-

sions definitively demonstrating that it possessed nuclear weapons and con-

tributed to the development of the U.S. objective, to use President George 

w. Bush’s words, “to keeping the world’s most dangerous weapons out of the 

hands of the world’s most dangerous terrorists.”8

Pakistan: The Fulcrum of asia?

 Geopoliticians such as Sir Halford MacKinder contend that geography is 

destiny, and throughout its history, Pakistan has been strongly influenced by 
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its geographic location at the juncture of South asia, west asia, and Central 

asia. Because of its geostrategic position, the former head of Saudi intelligence, 

Prince Turki al-Faisal, has called Pakistan “a kind of Central asian fulcrum . . . a 

pivot point for trade and energy supplies.”9 General anthony Zinni, the former 

commander of the Central Command, testified that Pakistan “may hold the 

key to stability in afghanistan and Central asia.”10 U.S. ambassador to Pakistan 

anne Patterson has claimed, “Pakistan is ground zero for threats against the 

United States.”11 Therefore, the importance of Pakistan cannot be over-rated.

 any country’s past affects its present, and Pakistan is no exception to this 

generalization. over time, a number of different groups invaded what is cur-

rently Pakistan; these groups included the Persians, Greeks, Scythians, arabs, 

afghans, and Turks. alexander the Great was one of those who invaded. In 330 

B.C. alexander defeated the Persians and marched through Sindh and Baloch-

istan (what is now southern Pakistan) and then on to Babylon in what is today 

Iraq, where he died in 323 B.C. Muslim traders in the eighth century brought 

Islam to Sindh. The Mughal empire (southern Indian subcontinent) domi-

nated the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and the British came to rule in 

the eighteenth century. In 182 the first anglo-afghan war was fought, with the 

result that the British annexed Sindh, Hyderabad, and Khairpur. Several years 

later, as a result of the Sikh wars, the British annexed Punjab, and in 188, the 

British east India Company, which had controlled the lucrative opium trade 

with China, dissolved and was replaced by the British raj (the rule of India 

by the British Crown). In 1878–80, the second anglo-afghan war was fought, 

and in 1893 Sir Mortimer Durand and amir abdur rahman Khan of afghani-

stan negotiated a partially surveyed boundary, which came to be known as the 

Durand line, between British India (including what is now Pakistan) and af-

ghanistan. as owen Bennett Jones has noted, “ever since partition, Kabul has 

argued that the Durand line was never meant to be an international boundary 

and has complained that it deprived afghanistan of territory that historically 

had been under its control.”12 The boundary area between afghanistan and 

Pakistan has remained controversial and problematic down to the present day.

 Great Britain controlled present-day Pakistan as part of its imperial hold-

ings in India. In the first half of the twentieth century, Muslims pressed for 

autonomy from India, which was predominantly populated by Hindus. on 

March 23, 190, Muslims in India asked for a separate homeland, a request that 

was summarily denied. The situation reached crisis proportions in June 197, 

when legislation was introduced into the British Parliament calling for the par-
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tition of India, legislation that resulted in mass rioting and unrest in India. 

within months, there were 20,000 deaths from rioting and demonstrations, 

and an estimated 2 million refugees roamed the countryside. In august 197, 

British India was partitioned into two major parts: (1) India, which included 

west Bengal and assam, and (2) Pakistan, which included east Bengal (east 

Pakistan) and territory in the northwest (west Pakistan). within two months, 

India and Pakistan went to war over the sovereignty of Kashmir, a Muslim ma-

jority state not included in newly partitioned Pakistan and ruled by an Indian 

maharaja. In January 198, India submitted the dispute over Kashmir to the 

United nations, which implemented a ceasefire and called for a plebiscite to 

determine Kashmir’s future. as a prerequisite for the plebiscite, both India and 

Pakistan were supposed to withdraw their military forces from the region, but 

neither did so. as a result the plebiscite never occurred; India and Pakistan 

fought another war over Kashmir in 196, and it remains a volatile issue to-

day. why? Stephen Cohen has noted several reasons. First, Pakistani national-

ists “feel that their identity is wrapped up in the fate of Kashmir, a region that 

reflects their own personal and political histories.”13 Second, Pakistanis believe 

that if India gave up Kashmir, Indian Muslims would immigrate to Pakistan, 

perhaps even resulting in the breakup of India. Third, Kashmir has become a 

symbolic issue of identity between Pakistan and India and has assumed great 

significance in both countries.

 In December 1971, India invaded east Pakistan and almost immediately rec-

ognized the new country to emerge following the invasion, Bangladesh. ac-

cording to Pakistani Field Marshal Mohammad ayub Khan, “The separation of 

Bengal, though painful, was inevitable and unavoidable. The majority of those 

people [in east Pakistan] had been duped into believing that west Pakistan was 

their enemy . . . . I suppose the Hindu morale is now very high. It is the first vic-

tory they have had over the Muslims for centuries. It would take us a long time 

to live this down.”14

 In 197, India tested what it called a “peaceful nuclear device,” which differed 

from a rudimentary nuclear weapon in name only. Given the rivalry, competi-

tion, and lack of trust that has characterized Indian-Pakistani relations, it is not 

surprising that the Indian test stimulated Pakistan to follow in India’s prolif-

eration footsteps, and in May 1998, Pakistan detonated six nuclear explosions, 

demonstrating its nuclear capability.15 In doing so, Pakistan became the first 

Islamic country to obtain its own nuclear weapons.

 Pakistan’s army has been central to the development and maintenance of 



 Afghanistan, Pakistan, and the United States

33

stability. Since its founding in 197, four different military regimes have ruled 

Pakistan. For the army, Pakistan’s security rests on three pillars: “resisting In-

dian hegemony in the region and promoting the Kashmir cause; protecting and 

developing the nuclear [weapons program]; and promoting a pro-Pakistani 

government in afghanistan.”16

 Pakistan today is a country of about 800,000 square kilometers, almost twice 

the geographic size of California. It borders four countries: afghanistan, India, 

Iran, and China. Pakistan has a total population of 17 million, making it the 

fifth largest country in the world. Pakistan’s military is the sixth largest in the 

world, and by 2020, Pakistan is projected to be the fifth largest nuclear weapons 

power in the world.17 It has six major ethnic groups that constitute 9 percent of 

the population: Punjabi (% of the population), Pashtun (1%), Sindhi (1%), 

Sariaki (8%), Muhagirs (8%), and Baloch (%). In 2008 its gross domestic prod-

uct was $167.7 billion and per capita GDP was $2,00. Further characteristics 

and statistics for both Pakistan and afghanistan are shown in Table 3.1.

 Several of the statistics in this table deserve elaboration. First, afghanistan 

has a significantly higher population growth rate than Pakistan, 2.8 percent 

versus 1.6 percent. Second, Pakistan is more urbanized than afghanistan, 36 

percent versus 2 percent. Third, afghanistan’s per capita gross domestic prod-

uct is only 0 percent ($1,000 versus $2,00) that of Pakistan. Perhaps reflecting 

harsher economic conditions, afghanistan’s literacy rate is almost half that of 

Pakistan, and average life expectancy is 70 percent of Pakistan’s ( versus 6 

years). Cumulatively, these statistics indicate that economic and political devel-

opment is more likely to be significantly more difficult to achieve in afghani-

stan than Pakistan.

afghanistan: The Cockpit of asia?

 Similar to Pakistan, afghanistan’s geographic position has strongly influ-

enced its history. arnold Toynbee, one of the most respected historians of 

the twentieth century, wrote, “afghanistan has been deluged with history and 

been devastated by it.”18 In ancient times, many believed that the region of af-

ghanistan was the center of the world. lord Curzon referred to afghanistan as 

“the cockpit of asia,” and Indian poet Muhammad Iqbal called it “the heart of 

asia.”19 archaeologists have found evidence of human habitation in the region 

dating back to 3,000 B.C. Situated on the trade routes between the Middle east 

and South asia, afghanistan became the focal point for invasion, and invaders 
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Statistical Profiles of afghanistan and Pakistan, 2010

attribute afghanistan Pakistan

Geographic size 652,230 sq. km. 796,095 sq. km.
Slightly smaller than Texas less than twice the size of 

California

Bordering countries and 
length of borders

Pakistan (2,430 km)
Tajikistan (1,206 km)

afghanistan (2,430 km)
India (2,912 km)

Iran (936 km) Iran (909 km)
Turkmenistan (744 km) China (523 km)
Uzbekistan (137 km)
China (76 km)

Population 28, 395,716 174,578,558

Median age 18 years 21.2 years

Population growth rate 2.58% 1.555%

Urban population 24% 36%

life expectancy 44.4 years 65.26 years

literacy rate 28.1% 49.9%

ethnic groups Pashtun (42%) Punjabi (44.68%)
Tajik (27%) Pashtun (Pathan) (15.42%)
Hazara (9%) Sindhi (14.1%)
Uzbek (9%) Sariaki (8.38%)
aimak (4%) Muhagirs (7.57%)
Baloch (2%) Baloch (3.57%)
Turkmen (3%) other (6.28%)
other (4%)

religious groups Sunni Muslims (80%) Sunni Muslims (75%)
Shia Muslims (19%) Shia Muslims (20%)
other (1%) other (5%)

economics: GDP $14.04 billion (2009) $166.5 billion (2009)

GDP per capita $1,000 $2,500

export partners(2008) U.S. (26.47%) U.S. (15.87%)
India (23.1%) Uae (12.35%)
Pakistan (17.36%) afghanistan (8.48%)
Tajikistan (12.5%) UK (4.7%)

China (4.44%)

Import partners Pakistan (26.78%) China (15.35%)
U.S. (24.81%) Saudi arabia (10.54%)
Germany (5.06%) Uae (9.8%)
India (5.15%) India (4.02%)
russia (4.04%) Kuwait (4.73%)

Malaysia (4.43%)

Disputes Border with Pakistan Kashmir
Control over Tribal areas

other information world’s largest opium pro-
ducer

Major transit route for afghan 
drugs producer

Source: Data from Central Intelligence agency, World Factbook; available at www.cia.gov/library/pulications/
the-world-factbook/index.html.
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of afghanistan have included the British, Sikhs, Mughals, Persians, Mongols, 

Macedonians, Soviets, and americans.20

 In 329 B.C. alexander the Great conquered afghanistan, Central asia, and 

India. In a.D. 6 arabs came and introduced Islam into the region. From 87 

to 999, Persia controlled the area, and in 1219 Genghis Khan attacked. In 1222, he 

conquered Herat, considered to be the “cradle of afghanistan’s history and civi-

lization.” In this attack, Khan spared only 0 of the 160,000 residents of Herat.21 

In 1383 Timur (called Tamerlane in the west) conquered and occupied the re-

gion. In the sixteenth century, the Mughal king Babur (who was a descendant 

of Genghis Khan) invaded from what is today Iran and captured first Kabul and 

then Kandahar and introduced elements of Persian culture into afghanistan.

 In the nineteenth century, Britain made three attempts to take over afghani-

stan in order to halt the expansion of russian influence in the region. The first 

anglo-afghan war lasted from 1839 to 182 and resulted in a disastrous defeat 

for Britain. In their retreat, British forces were reduced from 16,000 to 1, and 

william Brydon, the sole survivor, remembered, “This was a terrible march, the 

fire of the enemy incessant, and the numbers of officers and men, not knowing 

where they were going for snow-blindness, were cut up.”22 Following the war, at 

the recommendation of the Viceroy of India, John lawrence, the British chose 

to follow a policy of “masterful inactivity” with regard to afghanistan, and in 

1867 lawrence warned that “to try to control such a people is to court misfor-

tune and calamity. The afghan will bear poverty, insecurity of life; but he will 

not tolerate foreign rule. The moment he has a chance, he will rebel.”23 In 1873, 

Britain and russia signed a treaty making afghanistan a buffer state between 

the russian- and British-controlled empires; however, in 1878 russia violated 

the treaty by sending a mission to Kabul. In response, Britain sent an expedi-

tionary force of more than 33,000 soldiers to secure important mountain passes 

including the Khyber Pass, which connects Pakistan and afghanistan. after sev-

eral years of fighting with mixed results, the British withdrew in 1880. a British 

officer who had served in afghanistan noted “the extreme difficulty in admin-

istering a satisfactory thrashing to a mountain-bred people who have an ever 

open door behind them.”24 at the end of world war I, following the collapse 

of the romanov dynasty in russia, Britain attacked afghanistan, beginning the 

third anglo-afghan war. later that year, in august 1919, Britain and afghani-

stan signed the Treaty of rawalpindi, granting independence to afghanistan. 

as journalist ahmed rashid has noted, “[T]he British made three attempts to 

conquer and hold afghanistan until they realized that the intractable afghans 



History 

36

could be bought much more easily than fought.”25 This was a lesson that the 

United States would later learn in its occupation of Iraq when it paid Sunni 

insurgents—dubbed the “Sons of Iraq”—not to fight against american forces.

 Politics in afghanistan reflect the ethnic divisions and conflicts within the 

country. The majority group, constituting 2 percent of the population, con-

sists of Pashtuns. Twenty-seven percent of the population consists of Tajiks, 9 

percent Hazaras, and 9 percent Uzbeks, in addition to a smaller number of ai-

maks, Balochs, and Turkmen.26 These groups are distributed geographically. a 

majority of Pashtuns lives live south of the Hindu Kush (the 00-mile mountain 

range that covers northwestern Pakistan to central and eastern Pakistan) and 

with some Persian speaking ethnic groups. Hazaras and Tajiks live in the Hindu 

Kush area, and north of the Hindu Kush are Persians and Turkic ethnic groups.

 For the first decade following independence, afghanistan was ruled by 

a Pashtun, amanullah Khan, who, according to louis Dupree, “struck at the 

roots of conservative Islam by removing the veil from the women, by opening 

co-educational schools, and by attempting to force all afghans in Kabul to wear 

western clothing.”27 one of the king’s advisers, Mahmud Tarzi, commented, 

“amanullah has built a beautiful monument without a foundation. Take out 

one brick and it will tumble down.”28 and this is what happened in 1929 when 

Habibullah Kalakani, a Tajik, took over the government. But he only lasted nine 

months and was overthrown by King Mohammed nadir Shah, who ruled from 

1929 to 1933, when he was assassinated and replaced by King Mohammed Zahir 

Shah, who became the last king of afghanistan and was on the throne for forty 

years. But, as the respected expert on afghanistan, louis Dupree, noted, “King 

Mohammad Zahir Shah reigned but did not rule for twenty years. His uncles, 

as befitted Islamic cultural patterns, ruled.”29 after this, Zahir Shah’s cousin, 

Mohammad Daoud Khan, ruled, and Zahir Shah accepted his tutelage. Un-

der Daoud’s rule, relations between afghanistan and Pakistan worsened, and 

diplomatic and economic relations were severed. In March 1963, King Zahir 

Shah asked for Daoud’s resignation, and at long last after three decades the 

king came to rule as well as reign afghanistan.

 Two weeks after Daoud’s resignation, the king appointed a committee to write 

a new constitution, and by the spring of 196 a new constitution had been writ-

ten.30 The king convened a Loya Jirga, a meeting of the members of the national 

assembly, the Senate, the Supreme Court, and the constitutional commissions. 

on September 20, 196, the new constitution was signed by the 2 members of 

the Loya Jirga, and on october 1 by the king. Dr. Joseph Collins has noted that the 
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signing of the 196 constitution marked “the golden age for afghan governance. 

It was the best part of the twentieth century. afghanistan had a chance.”31

 Following the adoption of the constitution, “the afghan political system re-

mained suspended between democracy and monarchy, though much closer to 

the latter.”32 The Parliament became “lethargic and deadlocked” in the 1969–73 

period, and in 1973 Daoud, supported by the military, staged a coup d’état and 

took power while the king was out of the country for medical treatment.

 In april 1978, radical leftists in the afghan army overthrew the Daoud’s 

civilian government in a violent coup, which Dupree characterized as “more 

Groucho than Karl.” within days, the leader of a procommunist party and a 

leader whom the Soviets supported, nur Mohammed Taraki, emerged as the 

most powerful leader in Kabul. on a visit to Moscow, the Soviets told Taraki 

that he should get rid of his subordinate, former Foreign Minister Hafizullah 

amin; however, amin found out about the plot against him, turned the tables, 

and killed Taraki in a coup in September 1979. religious fundamentalists had 

called for the overthrow of the Taraki government, and they were pleased with 

the overthrow and death of Taraki.

 with 20 percent of the Soviet Union’s population consisting of Muslims and 

with the apparent spread of Islamic fundamentalism, Soviet leaders grew in-

creasingly concerned about the implications of these developments for their 

country, and they wanted an afghan leader who would cater to their wishes 

and restrain the growth and spread of Islamic radicalism. There were danger-

ous developments on the horizon. In november 1979, the ayatollah Khomeini 

took over the government of Iran and criticized Soviet meddling in the do-

mestic politics of Iran. Important figures such as the Iranian Grand ayatol-

lah Shariatmadare publicly supported afghan resistance fighters who opposed 

the Soviet-supported Taraki regime.33 In november 1979, a group of radical 

Islamists took over the Grand Mosque in Mecca, a mob attacked and burned 

the U.S. embassy in Islamabad, and the american embassy in libya was at-

tacked and burned. although none of these events directly involved the Soviet 

Union, they indicated the depth of hostility and commitment of some radical 

Muslims, and this greatly concerned Soviet leaders.

 on December 2, 1979, Soviet military units entered afghanistan. In a report 

to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the top 

leaders noted, “[e]fforts were made to mend relations with america as a part 

of the ‘more balanced foreign policy strategy’ adopted by Kh. [Comrade] amin. 

Kh. amin has held a series of confidential meetings with the american charge 
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d’affaires in Kabul . . . . Kh. amin attempted to buttress his position by reach-

ing a compromise with leaders of internal counter-revolution. Through trusted 

persons he engaged in contact with leaders of the Moslem fundamentalist op-

position.”34 To the top leadership, amin demonstrated two major weaknesses: 

he was wavering in his support of the USSr, and he met with Muslim funda-

mentalists. Because of their ongoing concern about the spread of Islamic radi-

calism, Soviet leaders made plans to replace amin with an afghan leader who 

would be more dependable.

The Soviet Invasion and occupation of afghanistan

 In the days following the initial invasion, the Soviet Union sent approxi-

mately 7,000 soldiers to replace Hafizullah amin with Babrak Karmal, and 

eventually, 120,000 troops were sent to afghanistan. Because the Soviet repub-

lics of Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Tajikistan bordered afghanistan, it was 

relatively easy for Soviet troops to enter the country and to be resupplied from 

bases in the USSr. The reaction to the Soviet invasion from the United States 

was quick and definitive. Two days after the invasion, U.S. national Security af-

fairs adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski wrote a classified memo to President Carter:

we are now facing a regional crisis. Both Iran and afghanistan are in turmoil, and 

Pakistan is both unstable internally and extremely apprehensive externally. If the 

Soviets succeed in afghanistan, and [security deletion] the age-long dream of 

Moscow to have direct access to the Indian ocean will have been fulfilled. Histori-

cally, the British provided the barrier to that drive and afghanistan was their buffer 

state. we assumed that role in 19, but the Iranian crisis has led to the collapse of 

the balance of power in Southwest asia, and it could produce Soviet presence right 

down on the edge of the arabian and oman Gulfs. accordingly, the Soviet inter-

vention in afghanistan poses for us an extremely grave challenge, both internation-

ally and domestically. while it could become a Soviet Vietnam, the initial effects of 

the intervention are likely to be adverse for us . . . .35

american officials thus viewed the Soviet invasion of afghanistan through 

the lenses of the cold war. President Carter sent Soviet leader leonid Brezh-

nev what he called “the sharpest message” of his presidency on the hot line 

telling him that the invasion was “a clear threat to peace” and “could mark a 

fundamental and long-lasting turning point in our relations.”36 within days 

of the invasion, President Carter signed a covert action order authorizing the 

CIa to send weapons to the afghan resistance clandestinely. according to for-
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mer CIa agent Milt Bearden, “[o]ur effort in afghanistan had now become a 

central component of the endgame of the Cold war. Driving the Soviets out of 

afghanistan was the goal; the welfare of the people of afghanistan would be 

improved along the way, it was hoped, but that was not essential.”37 Journal-

ist Steve Coll noted, “For many in the CIa the afghan jihad was about killing 

Soviets, first and last.”38 In addition, memories of Vietnam and the role that the 

USSr had played in the american defeat there animated U.S. policy.

 Both the Soviets and the mujahideen fought the war in a brutal, vicious 

manner. The USSr had clear technological superiority in conventional mili-

tary terms and particularly in airpower and sought to capitalize on this; for 

example, “[w]hen the Soviets bombed Herat in 1979, they inflicted even more 

damage on the city than the Mongols had done.”39 Particularly effective was 

the heavily armed MI-2D “Hind” helicopter gunship, which could carry 128 

rockets and four napalm or high-explosive bombs. Its machine guns could fire 

1,000 rounds per minute, and with this impressive firepower, the Hind wrought 

havoc against the mujahideen until 198. In addition to Hind helicopters, So-

viet forces also employed landmines extensively and devastatingly. During the  

more than nine-year Soviet-afghan war, the Soviets laid between  million and 

10 million landmines throughout afghanistan, and these had a long-lasting ef-

fect.40 It is estimated that from 1979 to 1999, more than 00,000 afghans were 

killed and another 00,000 injured from mine explosions.

 according to one analyst of afghanistan, “The frustration of waging what ap-

peared to be an ‘unwinnable war’ against unconventional guerilla forces, denied 

the Soviets the prospect of ever hoping to permanently pacify the countryside or 

to expand the areas under their control. Civilians were driven out of their homes 

as Soviet forces indiscriminately bombed villages, destroyed crops, orchards, and 

irrigation systems, and scattered anti-personnel mines over large tracts of the 

country-side where a guerilla presence was suspected.”41 Mao Zedong, the brutal 

leader of the Chinese communist revolution and a theorist of insurgency war-

fare, famously wrote, “The people are like water, and the army is like fish . . . . The 

guerilla must move among the people as a fish swims in the sea.”42 The mujahi-

deen were like Mao Zedong’s insurgent fish in the afghan sea, and the Soviets in 

the mid-1980s began to adopt a policy aimed at draining the sea itself.

 For their part, the mujahideen fought the type of insurgency that they had 

previously fought against the British, consisting of hit-and-run attacks by gue-

rillas who could not be differentiated from the civilian population. The muja-

hideen showed little mercy with captured Soviet forces. There were numerous 
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accounts of captured Soviet soldiers being skinned alive. Captured pilots were 

subject to particularly harsh treatment. according to Milt Bearden, a former 

CIa agent who dealt with the mujahideen, “Soon after I arrived in Pakistan, I 

was shown a photograph of a Soviet pilot in a silver flight suit, up to his waist 

in snow, skin burned by the relentless sun, with a bullet hole in the side of his 

head. His Tokarev semiautomatic [pistol] was still clutched in his hand. He had 

killed himself rather than be captured. The greatest fear was not so much being 

hit as falling into mujahideen hands.”43

 In the fight against the USSr, ethnic and religious differences were sub-

ordinated to the most important immediate task: to defeat the infidel Soviet 

invaders. as a result, Uzbeks under General aburrashid Dostum, Hazaras un-

der Karim Khalili and Pahlawan Malik, Tajiks under Burhanuddin rabbani, 

General ahmed Shah Massoud, and Pashtuns under Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, 

abdul Haq, Hamid Karzai, Jallaladin Haqqani, and Mullah omar joined forces 

in order to oppose the Soviets. The United States, Saudi arabia, and Pakistan 

provided military aid to the mujahideen. In fact, one arm of the Pakistani 

government, the Inter-Services Intelligence directorate (ISI)—which the late 

former Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto referred to as a “state within 

a state”—had long-standing contacts with a number of the rebel groups and 

served as the conduit for aid primarily to fellow Pashtuns. as journalist ahmed 

rashid has noted, “[w]hen the Soviets invaded afghanistan in 1979, Pakistan 

already had effective Islamic radicals under its control which would lead the 

jihad [against Soviet forces].”44 at the time of the Soviet invasion, diplomatic 

relations between the United States and Pakistan were at a low point, but the 

U.S. depended upon the connections of the Pakistani and Saudi intelligence 

agencies, which maintained most of their contacts with the fundamentalists 

including Hekmatyar’s Islamic Party, Mullah omar’s Taliban, Tajiks younis 

Sayyaf and Jalaluddin Haqqani. although the ISI provided support for a num-

ber of fundamentalist groups, they did not favor Tajik leaders Burhanuddin 

rabbani—the head of Jamaat-e-Islami—and his deputy ahmed Massoud.

 ronald reagan brought a very different national security team to washington 

once he was inaugurated in January 1981. one of the most important members of 

this new team was CIa Director william Casey, who had served as an officer of 

the office of Strategic Services (oSS) in world war II. Casey, a devout Catholic, 

was intensely anti-Soviet when he became director. Milt Bearden, who worked for 

the CIa as a clandestine officer, noted, “Casey and the hard-liners were convinced 

that the Soviets had been behind the assassination attempt against Pope John Paul 
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II.”45 as his then special assistant, robert Gates, noted, “Bill Casey came to the CIa 

primarily to wage war against the Soviet Union.”46 and he actually did so. During 

the spring of 198, with CIa backing mujahideen groups staged cross-border raids 

into the USSr.47 as journalist Steve Coll noted, “More than any other american, it 

was Casey who welded the alliance among the CIa, Saudi intelligence, and [Paki-

stani leader] Zia’s army. as his Muslim allies did, Casey saw the afghan jihad not 

merely as statecraft, but as an important front in a worldwide struggle between 

communist atheism and God’s community of believers.”48

 Between 1981 and 1983, the CIa provided $60 million to the mujahideen, an 

amount that the Saudi government matched.49 In providing this aid, the U.S. 

hoped to further its cold war position vis-à-vis the USSr, and in support of this 

objective, Casey encouraged the mujahideen to recruit radical Muslims from all 

over the world to come to Pakistan to join the jihad against the Soviet Union. It 

is estimated that between 1982 and 1992, 3,000 Muslim radicals from forty-three 

countries came to Pakistan and afghanistan to fight with the mujahideen.50 In 

addition, Casey approved attacks by mujahideen forces against Tajikistan and 

Uzbekistan, and at one point secretly went to Pakistan to meet with mujahideen 

groups.51

 Despite the joining together of insurgent forces and the support from the 

U.S., Saudi arabia, and Pakistan, things were looking bleak for the mujahideen 

six years into the war. The Soviets’ use of airpower was particularly effective 

against the insurgents. at the urging of a flamboyant american congressman, 

Charlie wilson, the CIa sent via Pakistan’s ISI agency a portable, shoulder-

fired, surface-to-air missile, called the Stinger, to the afghan insurgents in 

February 1986.52 on September 2, afghan engineer Ghaffar ordered his team 

to take aim and fire on Soviet helicopters based at Jalalabad airfield. within 

minutes, Ghaffar sent his report to his ISI handlers: “Three confirmed kills at 

southeast end of the target airfield. Four missiles fired. one missile failure.”53 

with this attack, the advantage shifted to the afghans, and during the rest of 

the war, it is estimated that the U.S. provided between 2,000 and 2,00 missiles 

to the mujahideen,54 and that a total of 270 Soviet aircraft were shot down with 

Stingers.55 It is important to note that U.S. aid to the mujahideen for numerous 

reasons was funneled through the ISI, which was staffed, like the mujahideen, 

by many who held radical, Islamist beliefs. But the american desire to defeat 

the USSr and to turn the corner on the “Vietnam syndrome” trumped other 

concerns and would ultimately come back to haunt the United States.

 In March 198, following the deaths in office of three general secretaries of the 
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Communist Party—leonid Brezhnev, yuri andropov, and Konstantin Chern-

enko—the Soviet Politburo turned to its youngest member, Mikhail Gorbachev, 

and selected him as the next leader of the Communist Party of the USSr. one 

can compare Gorbachev to a medical doctor who was confronted with a ser-

iously ill patient, the Soviet body politic. Gorbachev had a crucial choice: he 

could treat the symptoms and not the underlying causes of the country’s prob-

lems, which was the strategy that his three predecessors had chosen, or he could 

attempt to deal with the underlying causes of the problems. To return to the 

medical metaphor, “Dr.” Gorbachev confronting a patient with a serious infec-

tion, say gangrene in one limb, could tell the patient, “Go home, drink plenty 

of water, get lots of rest.” or, he could opt for a more radical approach and am-

putate the infected limb. Gorbachev opted for the second approach and, once 

in office, announced a radical program of reform marked by four initiatives: 

glasnost (openness), perestroika (economic restructuring), democratization, and 

a new approach to foreign policy. Calling afghanistan a “hopeless military ad-

venture” and a “bleeding wound,”56 Gorbachev believed “that problems there 

could not be solved with the use of force. Such attempts inside someone else’s 

country end badly. But even more, it is not acceptable to impose one’s own idea 

of order on another country without taking into account the opinion of the 

population of that country. My predecessors tried to build socialism in afghani-

stan, where the central government was very weak. what kind of socialism could 

that have been?”57 on February 9, 1988, Gorbachev announced that the Soviet 

Union would withdraw its forces from afghanistan over a ten-month period. In 

his memoirs, Gorbachev noted, “If one recalls how many lives this war cost us, 

how many young people were crippled for life, and the loss and sufferings of the 

afghan people, one can understand the explosion of hope that came from the 

promise to end this conflict that had brought shame on our nation.”58

 The Soviet Union had been in afghanistan for nine years and fifty days, and 

on February 1, 1989, the last red army units crossed the Termez Bridge from 

afghanistan to Uzbekistan, one of the Soviet republics. lieutenant General Bo-

ris Gromov, the commander of the 0th army, was the last to cross the bridge 

and was greeted by his young son.59 This ended the Soviet-afghan war, which 

had resulted in enormous costs for both afghanistan and the USSr. By this 

time, 620,000 Soviet soldiers had served in afghanistan and 1,3 had died; 

3,73 were wounded; and 1,932 suffered serious illnesses.60 In July 1990, edu-

ard Shevardnadze, then foreign minister of the USSr, noted that the war had 

cost the Soviet Union 60 billion rubles, equal to approximately $96 billion.61 
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The losses were even more staggering for the afghans: between 1 and 1. mil-

lion had been killed,  million went abroad, and as many as 3 million had been 

forced to leave their homes, all in a country with a total population of 22 mil-

lion at the time of the Soviet invasion.62 These losses had a profound impact on 

the political, social, and economic sectors of afghan society.

 The countries involved in the Soviet-afghan war had also invested enor-

mous amounts of money. Between 1980 and 1992, the United States spent be-

tween $ and $ billion, an amount that was matched by european and Islamic 

countries.63 In the nine years of the war, the mujahideen received approximately 

$10 billion. at the end of the war, however, U.S. aid to afghanistan was quickly 

reduced; between october 1989 and october 1990, the U.S. decreased its aid 

by 60 percent. By 1992, the United States had stopped sending military aid to 

afghanistan, and the previously united mujahideen had splintered into ethnic 

factions that fought one another. Table 3.2 lists the major mujahideen groups, 

their leaders, and principal supporters.

  3 .2
afghan Mujahideen Groups, leaders, and Supporters

Group leaders ethnicity Supporters

Islamic Party Gulbuddin Hekmatyar Pashtun Muslim Brotherhood

office of Support Services Jamaat-e-Islami
ISI (Pakistan)
GID (Saudi arabia)
CIa
osama bin laden

northern Burhanuddin rabbani Tajik Muslim Brotherhood

alliance ahmed Shah Massoud MI-6 (UK)
CIa (1984 and after)
rafsanjani (Iran)

northern alliance aburrashid Dostum Uzbek

Hizb-e-wahadat Karim Khalili Hazara
abdul Haq Pashtun CIa (until late 1980s)
Hamid Karzai Pashtun

Haqqani network Jalaluddin Haqqani Pashtun ISI (Pakistan)
GID (Saudi arabia)
CIa
Muslim Brotherhood

Hezb-e-Islami (yunis) yunis Khalis ISI (Pakistan)
Pahlawan Malik Hazara
abdurrab rasul Sayyaf ISI (Pakistan)

GID (Saudi arabia)
Muslin Brotherhood

Source: Compiled by author.
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 The most important of these various groups were the Islamic Party headed 

by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, Uzbeks led by General Dostum, Tajiks led by 

Burhanuddin rabbani, al Qaeda headed by osama bin laden, and Hazaras led 

by Pahlawan Malik. In addition, there were a number of prominent tribal lead-

ers who allied with different mujahideen groups, including abdul Haq, Hamid 

Karzai, Jalaluddin Haqqanni, and yunis Khalis. even though salafi, fundamen-

talist, Muslim groups were opposed to much of what western countries repre-

sented, they were willing to accept the west’s aid in order to defeat Soviet forces 

in afghanistan.

 as the last Soviet soldier left afghanistan, the beginning of a new era was 

evident. The U.S. had pursued its cold war objectives in its support of the mu-

jahideen in afghanistan, but as General Gromov crossed the bridge into Uz-

bekistan, the United States faced new challenges and new opponents. Ironically, 

the mujahideen, the Islamic fundamentalists of afghanistan, had been the allies 

of the United States in the war against the Soviets in afghanistan. But ameri-

can support of the mujahideen in afghanistan contrasted markedly with U.S. 

policy in Iran. as lawrence Freedman has noted, “whereas in Iran, the United 

States found itself working against the Islamists, in afghanistan they supported 

them, in concert with Pakistan and Saudi arabia.”64 Indeed, for many years, the 

Pakistanis and Saudis had supported Islamic fundamentalists in afghanistan. 

as former national Security Council (nSC) terrorism expert richard Clarke 

noted, “Pakistani military intelligence funded by the U.S. and Saudi govern-

ments and ‘charitable’ organizations, had turned groups of nineteenth-century 

afghan tribesmen and several thousand arab volunteers into a force that had 

crippled the mighty red army.”65 The Pakistanis did so as a way of bolstering 

its position vis-à-vis India, particularly regarding Kashmir, which both India 

and Pakistan claim. By supporting Islamic fundamentalists, the Pakistani gov-

ernment increased its leverage relative to India. The Saudis supported Muslim 

fundamentalists out of religious motivation; namely, to support fellow conser-

vative Muslims. and the U.S. did so to put pressure on the USSr, its erstwhile 

cold war opponent. Toward the end of the afghan war, Soviet Foreign Minis-

ter Shevardnadze prophetically warned his american counterpart, Secretary of 

State George Shultz, “a neutral, nonaligned afghanistan is one thing, a reac-

tionary fundamentalist Islamic regime is something else,” but american poli-

cymakers did not take Shevardnadze’s warning seriously because they thought 

that he was primarily worried about the threat of Islamic radicalism to repub-

lics in the USSr.66



 Afghanistan, Pakistan, and the United States

45

The rise of the Taliban in afghanistan

 The type of Islam that the Saudis observe, as noted in Chapter 2, was a con-

servative branch founded by abd al-wahhab, and the movement he founded, 

wahhabism, is a strict form of Islam that bans alcohol, segregates the sexes, and 

emphasizes Sharia law. The Saudi government and wealthy Saudi citizens sent 

money to radical Islamic groups in Pakistan to set up and maintain Islamic 

schools called madrassas, and many of these were established along the border 

of Pakistan and afghanistan. In 1971, there were an estimated 900 madrassas 

in Pakistan, but by 1988, these had grown to 8,000 registered and 2,000 unof-

ficial madrassas.67 Because Pakistan’s public educational system was not very 

good, madrassas were the only educational alternative for many males from 

poor Pakistani families. The curriculum consisted exclusively of studying the 

Quran, and no part of the curriculum went beyond this.

 Many students from madrassas were attracted to the Taliban movement in 

afghanistan. Talib (plural, Taliban) translates as an Islamic student, one who 

seeks knowledge. a mullah is one who gives knowledge. Some mujahideen who 

later became Taliban leaders were actively involved in the war against the Sovi-

ets from 1979 until the withdrawal of Soviet forces in 1989, and they physically 

reflected the costs of war, for many of them were seriously wounded. The leader 

of the Taliban, Mullah Muhammad omar, lost his right eye when a rocket ex-

ploded close to him, and he was wounded by shrapnel. The former justice and 

foreign ministers of the Taliban were also one-eyed, and the former Taliban 

mayor of Kabul, abdul Majid, had a leg and two fingers missing.68

 The Taliban were Sunni Pashtuns, and therefore shared an ethnic and reli-

gious background with many Pakistanis. Fifteen percent of the Pakistani popu-

lation was Pashtun, and an even higher percentage of the Pakistani army—20 

percent—was Pashtun. In addition, the Pakistani government had long sup-

ported the Taliban, many of whom had attended madrassas in Pakistan. The 

Pakistani military considered its support of the Taliban as a key means of sup-

porting its strategic interests, which were primarily focused on India. when So-

viet forces left afghanistan, aid from western countries and the United nations 

dropped precipitously, as Table 3.3 indicates.

 In this environment, the Taliban were able to expand their control of af-

ghanistan. In october 199, the Taliban took over Spin Boldak in southern 

afghanistan and a month later took over Kandahar. In September 199, the 

Taliban took over the ancient city of afghanistan, Herat, and within a year had 
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taken over Kabul. with their victories, the Taliban instituted a harsh version of 

Sharia law. For example, following the takeover of Kabul in September 1996, the 

head of the religious police issued a decree that included: “women you should 

not step outside of your residence. If women are going outside with fashion-

able, ornamental, tight and charming clothes to show themselves, they will be 

cursed by the Islamic Sharia and should never expect to go to heaven.” The 

Taliban’s harsh views were applied to other ethnic groups as well; to the Sunni 

Taliban, the Shia Hazara Muslims were considered to be apostates and were 

persecuted. laws were enacted requiring men to grow their beards a prescribed 

length, banning kite flying, and other extreme examples. as ahmed rashid has 

noted, “Ironically, the Taliban were a direct throwback to the military religious 

orders that arose in Christendom during the Crusades to fight Islam—disci-

plined, motivated and ruthless in attaining their aims.”69

 By the late 1980s, the region consisting of afghanistan, Iran, and Pakistan 

had replaced the “Golden Triangle” of laos, Myanmar, and Thailand as the ma-

jor producer of opium in the world. opium production was begun in Pakistan 

in the mid-1980s, and by 1986, Pakistan produced more than 800 tons of opium 

per year, approximately 70 percent of the world’s heroin supply. The impor-

tance of drug sales is illustrated by a 1986 case in which two Pakistani mili-

tary officers were caught with a combined total of 0 kilograms of high-grade 

heroin worth an estimated $600 million, an amount equivalent to all U.S. aid 

to Pakistan for that year.70 There were, of course, significant results of Pakistan’s 

involvement with drug production: the addiction of its population. In 1979, 

there were few, if any, heroin addicts in Pakistan; by 1986, there were 60,000; 

by 1992, 3 million; and by 1999,  million.71 american officials were concerned 

about the increase in drug production in Pakistan and allocated more than 

  3 . 3

aid requested and received for afghanistan, 1996–99  
(in millions of U.S. dollars)

year Un request actual amount Percent

1996 124 65 52%
1997 133 56 42%
1998 157 53 34%
1999 113

Source: Data derived from ahmed rashid, Taliban: Militant Islam, Oil and  
Fundamentalism in Central Asia (new Haven: yale University Press, 2000),  
p. 108.
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$100 million for poppy eradication programs following the Soviet withdrawal 

from afghanistan. These programs were effective; opium production dropped 

to 2 tons in 1997 and to 2 tons in 1999.72 Despite this program, British Prime 

Minister Blair estimated in 2001 that “ninety percent of the heroin on British 

streets originates in afghanistan.”73 Several experts have estimated that afghan-

istan provided more than 93 percent of the world’s supply of opium from 2006 

to 2008.74

 with the U.S. drug eradication programs in Pakistan and greatly reduced aid 

available from the U.S., Saudi arabia, and Pakistan, the Taliban and al Qaeda 

sought to finance their operations by taxing opium exports from afghanistan, 

the world’s largest opium producer. of course, the use of narcotics is prohib-

ited by Sharia law; however, the head of the Taliban’s counter-narcotic force, 

abdul rashid, noted, “opium is permissible because it is consumed by kafirs 

[unbelievers] in the west and not by afghans.”75 In 1990, afghanistan produced 

1,70 tons of opium, an amount that increased to 2,800 tons by 1997. By 1997, 

almost all of afghan poppy production was under the control of the Taliban, 

and the Taliban received an estimated $7 million from drug smuggling be-

tween afghanistan and Pakistan.76 afghan intelligence officials estimated that 

30 percent of the Taliban’s income came from drug trafficking.77

U.S. Policy toward afghanistan and Pakistan

 From 197 until the disintegration of the USSr in December 1991, concerns 

over the cold war dominated the relations of the United States with other coun-

tries including Pakistan and afghanistan. american strategists appreciated Pak-

istan’s geostrategic position and sought to ally with Pakistan through several 

agreements. In 19 Pakistan and the U.S. signed a mutual defense agreement, 

and later Pakistan joined a U.S.-sponsored multilateral defense organization, 

the Southeast asia Treaty organization (SeaTo), a kind of asian analogue to 

the european north atlantic Treaty organization (naTo). The United States 

used Pakistani airbases to stage reconnaissance flights with U-2 aircraft over 

the USSr, and it was from one of these bases in Peshawar that CIa pilot Gary 

Powers took off before he was shot down and captured over the Soviet Union 

in 1960.78

 Because the U.S. considered Pakistan to be an important ally against the 

USSr, it provided significant aid to Pakistan; however, when India and Paki-

stan went to war in 196, the U.S. placed an embargo on weapons shipments to 
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both warring countries, a policy that continued until 197. In July 1971, the Pak-

istani leader, yahya Khan, assisted President nixon and Dr. Henry Kissinger in 

their efforts to contact the government of the People’s republic of China and 

to open discussions about normalizing relations between the two countries. In 

February 1971, Dr. Kissinger flew to Islamabad where U.S. press officials said he 

was going to discuss Pakistani-american relations. In fact he flew secretly to 

Beijing, where he met with top Chinese officials and arranged for the February 

1972 Sino-american summit meeting.

 During the 1971 Indian-Pakistani war, the United States “tilted” toward Paki-

stan, although the Pakistani leader at the time, Zulfiqar ali Bhutto, believed 

that the U.S. could have pressured India not to intervene into Pakistan’s civil 

war. as a result, relations between Pakistan and the U.S. cooled under Bhutto, 

and he withdrew his country from SeaTo.

 In May 197, India detonated a nuclear device, an event that stimulated Paki-

stan to pursue development of its own nuclear weapons. In april 1979, Presi-

dent Carter cut off economic assistance (except food aid) to Pakistan, as re-

quired by the Symington amendment to the Foreign assistance act of 1961. In 

november 1979, thinking that the U.S. had been involved in the takeover of the 

Grand Mosque in Mecca, rioters attacked and burned the american embassy in 

Islamabad, killing four people.

 In December 1979, when the Soviet Union invaded and occupied afghani-

stan, which shares a 2,30-kilometer border with Pakistan, the United States 

offered Pakistan $00 million in economic and military aid, which Pakistani 

President Zia-ul-Haq dismissed (but accepted) as “peanuts.” american aid to 

Pakistan grew in the 1980s, increasing to $3.2 billion in 1981 and to $ billion in 

1986. In March 198, President reagan authorized covert aid to the mujahideen 

in national Security Decision Directive-166.

 Throughout the 1980s, the U.S. president had to grant Pakistan waivers from 

the requirement that aid not be given to any country pursuing a nuclear weap-

ons program. In 198 the Pressler amendment was passed, which required the 

president to certify that a country receiving U.S. aid was not developing nuclear 

weapons. Until the USSr withdrew from afghanistan, the president issued this 

certification; however, when the Soviets withdrew from afghanistan, the U.S. 

adopted a stronger position on the issue of nuclear weapons. In 1990 President 

George H. w. Bush refused to issue the certification, and U.S. aid to Pakistan 

was stopped.

 The time period from 1989 to 1991 was critical for Pakistan. The Soviet Union 
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had withdrawn from afghanistan and then disintegrated in December 1991. 

with these events, the cold war no longer provided the impetus for the U.S. to 

support Pakistan economically and militarily. In addition, without the Soviet 

threat looming in the background, the U.S. increased pressure on Pakistan to 

halt its development of nuclear weapons. without the backing of its princi-

pal cold war ally but still optimistic as a result of the defeat of Soviet forces 

in afghanistan, Pakistan turned increasingly to other sources for ensuring its 

security—Islamic fundamentalists in afghanistan. The Pakistani army saw the 

mujahideen as an excellent force to oppose its long-time enemy, India, in the 

most contested region in Indo-Pakistani relations, Kashmir. In 1989, officers of 

the Pakistani intelligence organization, ISI, told Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto 

that they wanted to employ the same methods that they had used against the 

Soviets—namely, to support Islamic fundamentalist groups’ campaign of ji-

had—to drive India out of Kashmir.79 within several years, ISI was training 

mujahideen in training camps in afghanistan run by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar for 

covert operations in Kashmir. Thus, the ties between Pakistan and the mujahi-

deen deepened following the Soviet-afghan war.

 at the end of the Soviet-afghan war, in afghanistan the mujahideen groups 

formed a new government consisting of Islamic Party leader Burhanuddin 

rabbani as president, ahmed Massoud as minister of defense, and Gulbuddin 

Hekmatyar as foreign minister. But this coalition government was short-lived, 

and civil war broke out in 1992. Hekmatyar and aburrashid Dostum led the 

two factions on one side and rabbani and Massoud on the other. CIa opera-

tive Milt Bearden recalled, “Hekmatyar was the darkest of the afghan lead-

ers, the most Stalinist of the Peshawar Seven, insofar as he thought nothing of 

ordering an execution for a slight breach of party discipline.”80 The Pakistanis 

favored and continued to support their fellow Pashtun, Hekmatyar, and op-

posed Tajiks rabbani and Massoud. Hekmatyar went from fighting the Taliban 

to being one of their main military commanders. relations among the various 

mujahideen groups, however, grew increasingly conflictual and violent. In May 

1992, there was open fighting on the streets of Kabul. without the direct threat 

of Soviet forces, issues of tribal or clan loyalty, religious dogma and observance, 

and ethnic identity came to the fore. Following the end of the Soviet-afghan 

war and for many years after, afghanistan was one of the poorest countries in 

the world.

 It was in this environment that the Taliban emerged as a force that united 

Islamic piety and Pashtun power, and many Pashtuns were attracted to this 
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movement. Steve Coll has noted that Taliban “were as familiar to southern Pa-

shtun villagers as frocked Catholic priests were in the Irish countryside, and 

they played a similar role. They taught schoolchildren, led prayers, comforted 

the dying, and mediated local disputes.”81 even though he was not from a par-

ticularly wealthy family, Hamid Karzai donated $0,000 to the Taliban, gave 

them weapons, and introduced them to important Pashtun leaders around 

Kandahar.82 others were also positively impressed with the Taliban; Zalmay 

Khalilzad, a key american adviser on afghanistan, wrote, “The Taliban does 

not practice the anti-U.S. style of fundamentalism practiced by Iran. It is closer 

to the Saudi model.”83

 with the support of Pakistan, Saudi arabia, Muslim fundamentalists, and 

some americans, the Taliban emerged as the most powerful of the afghan Pa-

shtun groups, and Pakistan’s ISI gave it substantial aid. This meant that the 

“lion of Panjshir,” ahmed Massoud, was left out in the cold. He was a Tajik and 

not a Pashtun supported by Pakistani intelligence. according to most sources, 

Massoud was the most capable military commander of all of the mujahideen 

leaders, and his followers revered him. according to long-time CIa operative 

Gary Schroen, Massoud was “the finest tactical commander on either side of 

the fighting” and the “premier military figure in afghanistan, and his prestige 

and influence stretched into all areas of the country.”84 Part of the reason that 

Massoud was so influential is that he would not leave afghanistan except for 

short periods of time; he was not like the “Gucci mujahideen,” who lived abroad 

and only came to afghanistan for brief public relations forays.

 Despite his mostly stellar reputation in the west, Massoud engaged in nefar-

ious activities, including smuggling drugs and gems and the murder of thou-

sands of Hazaras in Kabul during the mid-1990s.85 In addition, Iran’s Minis-

try of Intelligence and Security (MoIS) provided support to Massoud and his 

northern alliance. according to CIa operative Gary Berntsen, “I’d spent years 

working against MoIS and considered them the equivalent of Middle east-

ern nazis. either directly or indirectly, they had been responsible for deaths of 

many U.S. citizens since the Islamic Iranian revolution.”86 Despite the nefari-

ous reputation of MoIS, Massoud accepted aid from it.

 By 199, northern alliance forces had defeated the afghan Islamic funda-

mentalist groups led by Hekmatyar, and the Pakistanis increased their support 

for the Taliban and al Qaeda. In September 199, the Taliban captured Herat 

and in September 1996 took over Jalalabad and then the capital city, Kabul, be-

coming the de facto government of afghanistan although only three countries 
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formally recognized it. By the end of 1996, several significant events had oc-

curred. First, the Taliban controlled two-thirds of afghanistan. Second, osama 

bin laden arrived in afghanistan and established his al Qaeda training camps. 

and third, Massoud broke with his former mentor, rabbani, and retreated into 

his homeland, the Panjshir Valley, just as he had done when pressed by the So-

viets. By that time, Massoud’s northern alliance controlled about 10 percent of 

afghanistan.

“Is That Thing Still Going on?”

 In 1991, a senior CIa agent briefed President George H. w. Bush about 

covert U.S. aid to afghanistan that was being funneled through Pakistani in-

telligence. The president seemed surprised by the operative’s comments and 

asked, “Is that thing still going on?”87 In one sense the president’s reaction was 

not surprising because few americans paid attention to afghanistan following 

the end of the Soviet-afghan war. In fact, american policy largely consisted 

of bolstering Pakistan’s ISI support of former mujahideen leaders. During the 

1992 presidential campaign, neither the republican nor the Democratic cam-

paign platforms even mentioned afghanistan. once in office, few of President 

Clinton’s national security advisers showed any interest in afghanistan; it was 

old business and largely forgotten. according to CIa operative Schroen, “The 

events in afghanistan in the mid-1990s were back-page news at best, just an-

other civil war among squabbling warlords in a country so devastated and 

backward that there was little or nothing to fight over.”88 For most americans, 

afghanistan in the 1990s was, like Czechoslovakia for most Britons in the 1930s, 

“a far away country about which we know little.”

 There were, however, some disturbing trends beneath the calm surface. In 

1989, the CIa’s office in Islamabad estimated that there were approximately 

,000 arab mujahideen volunteers in afghanistan, and these were largely under 

the control of younis Sayyaf, who was a product of the Muslim Brotherhood 

and who was intensely anti-american.89 In addition, the 1991 Gulf war had 

created strong anti-american feelings in much of the Islamic world, including 

among Muslim fundamentalists in countries allied with the U.S., Pakistan, the 

Gulf emirates, and Saudi arabia. By 199, CIa analysts described osama bin 

laden’s headquarters in Sudan as “the Ford Foundation of Sunni Islamic ter-

rorism, a grant-giving source of cash for violent operations.”90

 american officials became concerned that this “foundation” or another 
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group could obtain some of the leftover Stinger shoulder-fired, surface-to-air 

missiles that the U.S. had given to the mujahideen during the Soviet-afghan 

war. The United States had shipped between 2,000 and 2,00 missiles, and at 

the end of the war, somewhere between 30 and 600 were missing; no one really 

knew the exact number.91 U.S. intelligence reports indicated that the Taliban 

possessed 100 Stingers as of 2002.92 nSC counterterrorism coordinator richard 

Clarke minimized the importance of the missing Stingers because he believed 

that they had been expended in the war, destroyed in an enormous explosion 

at a rawalpindi weapons depot, or that their batteries had expired.93 other U.S. 

government officials were not as sanguine as Clarke; terrorists or agents of a 

government hostile toward the U.S. could use Stingers against military or ci-

vilian passenger aircraft. The CIa had reports that Stingers had been sent to 

Somalia, that Mullah omar possessed 3 Stingers and that Iran had acquired 

around 100 of the missiles.94 Presidents George H. w. Bush and Bill Clinton au-

thorized a covert CIa program to buy back Stingers at a going rate of $70,000 

to $10,000 per missile.

 In September 1996, CIa operative Gary Schroen flew to Kabul to meet with 

northern alliance leader ahmed Shah Massoud to enlist his help in buying 

back Stinger missiles and to cooperate with the CIa in keeping track of osama 

bin laden and arab terrorists in afghanistan. Massoud was wary of Schroen’s 

approach because he felt that the U.S. had abandoned afghanistan following 

the defeat of the USSr, and he had justification for this feeling. But Massoud 

was also in a difficult position; by 1996 his forces were forced to retreat into the 

Panjshir Valley, and they controlled only 10 percent of afghanistan. The U.S. 

could offer Massoud the financial help that he desperately needed. according 

to Schroen, Massoud “agreed to cooperate to the full extent of his ability, but 

he noted that he was engaged in a bitter struggle with the Taliban and was 

hemmed in by drawn battle lines. Going directly after bin laden would be dif-

ficult for his forces, positioned as they were . . .”95 Schroen’s meeting with Mas-

soud opened the door to U.S. relations with the northern alliance, a relation-

ship that would continue for the next five years and beyond.
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4 iraq: from Cradle of Civilization 
to republic of fear

In 1920, the British officer and insurgency expert T. e. lawrence wrote of the 

arabs:

They lack system, endurance, organisation. They are incurably slaves of the idea, 

men of spasms, instable like water, but with something of its penetrating and 

flood-like character. They have been a government twenty times since the dawn of 

history, and as often after achievement they have grown tired, and let it fall: there is 

no record of any force except success capable of breaking them. The history of their 

waves of feeling is significant in that the reservoir of all ideas, the birth of all proph-

ecies are shown in the deserts. These empty spaces irresistibly drive their inhabit-

ants to a belief in the oneness and omnipotence of God, but the very contrast of the 

barrenness of nature, the lack of every distraction and superfluity in life.1

In writing these observations, lawrence undoubtedly had in mind the desert 

bedouins with whom he collaborated to oppose the forces of the ottoman em-

pire, yet much of what he has written applied to the arab world more generally 

and to Iraq particularly.

Geography, Demographics, economics, and History

 Geography plays an important role in the history and development of states 

and international relations, and Iraq is no exception. Iraq occupies an area that 

historians and anthropologists consider to be the “cradle of civilization.” The 

Tigris and euphrates rivers, which bounded the “fertile crescent,” provided the 

physical environment for the earliest known civilization, Sumer, to develop 

,000 years ago. This ancient civilization ended 2,00 years ago, and much of 

the area’s history since that time has been influenced by geographic factors. Iraq 

has no natural geographic barriers, as does mountainous Switzerland, and as a 

result has been invaded and occupied many times throughout its long history.
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 The Prophet Muhammad’s new religion came to this area soon after his 

death, and Islam reached its cultural apogee under the abbasid Caliphate, which 

lasted from 70 to 128. The Mongol leader Hulagu, who was the grandson of 

Genghis Khan, ended the abbasid era by attacking and taking over Baghdad in 

128. In 168 the ottomans took over and ruled until 1917. as historian Charles 

Tripp has observed, “During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries the lands 

that were to become the territories of the modern state of Iraq were gradually 

incorporated into the ottoman empire as three provinces, based on the towns 

of Mosul, Baghdad and Basra.”2

 Britain and the ottoman empire declared war on each other in october 

191, several months after the formal beginning of world war I. In order to 

protect its interests in the Persian Gulf region, Britain sent an expeditionary 

force initially to Basra and then on to Mosul and Baghdad. In 1916 Britain and 

France signed an agreement, named after its negotiators, Francois Georges 

Sykes and Sir Mark Picot, which called for the division of the ottoman empire 

at the end of world war I. at the Versailles conference at the end of the war, 

U.S. President woodrow wilson strongly advocated the idea of self-determi-

nation. The British government, however, had its own plans for Iraq and its 

other colonies and prevented an Iraqi delegation from attending the confer-

ence. at the San remo conference in april 1920, the Mandate for Iraq was 

awarded to Great Britain, “clearing the way for the British to set up a ruling 

Council of State, composed largely of British officials, with Iraqis in strictly 

subordinate positions.”3 at the beginning of the Mandate, the population of 

Iraq was approximately 3 million, and of these more than half were Shia, 20 

percent were Kurds, 20 percent Sunnis, and the remainder were Jews, yazidi, 

Christians, and Turkmen. The ottomans excluded Shia from participating in 

government, and the British appointed Sunnis to the most important admin-

istrative positions.

 oil was discovered close to Kirkuk in 1927, a factor that was to become far 

more significant than anyone at the time suspected. In the first twenty years 

of oil production in the Kirkuk area, more than 100 million tons of oil were 

produced.4 In 1932, Britain formally agreed to end its Mandate and nominally 

granted Iraq independence, but it continued to run the country behind the 

scenes, similar to the way that it ran Iran as well.5 Iraqis were supposed to pro-

vide for domestic stability and the defense of Iraq, and Great Britain retained 

the right to use military bases in Iraq in the event of war. It was an arrangement 

that in some respects resembled the later infamous Soviet policy of “Finland-
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ization,” according to which the USSr would control Finland’s foreign rela-

tions while Finland would manage its domestic policy.

 when Britain granted independence to Iraq, King Faisal became the ruler, 

but was in power only a year, and his son, Ghazi, succeeded him. In 1936 the 

army staged a coup d’état and became the arbiter of Iraqi politics, even though 

King Ghazi remained in power. This coup was the first of many to follow. In 

1939 the king was killed in an automobile accident, and Ghazi’s infant son was 

named king. Many Iraqis believed that the British had murdered the king, a 

feeling that led to anti-British attitudes. The prime minister at the time, rashid 

ali, led the opposition to Britain.

 British lord Curzon noted that, in world war I, “the allies floated to victory 

on a wave of oil.”6 when world war II began, Britain and the other combatants 

were well aware that access to oil would be crucial, and Britain sought to in-

crease its influence and control over Iraq and established a royal air Force base 

fifty miles from Baghdad. Considering the base a violation of its sovereignty, 

Iraq sought to close it down, and in response the British attacked the Iraqi 

army on May 2, 191. rashid ali sought allies to oppose the British, but only 

Germany and Vichy France were willing to assist Iraq. Following the British 

defeat of Iraqi forces at the end of May, rashid ali escaped to Germany and was 

replaced by pro-British Iraqi leaders.

 Throughout this period, the United States called for Iraq to cooperate with 

Great Britain and pledged to do all that it could “short of a declaration of war” 

to help Britain. as a result, Iraqis came to view the United States and Great 

Britain in a similar way; namely, as countries that favored colonial status for 

Iraq.

 The relations of the United States with Iraq following world war II were 

dominated by the cold war. Given the country’s geographic position, american 

policymakers viewed Iraq as a valuable ally against the Soviet Union and in 

19 began sending military aid to Iraq. This was followed a year later by the 

founding of the Baghdad Pact, a mutual defense treaty among Iraq, Turkey, 

Iran, Pakistan, and the United Kingdom that was a kind of Middle eastern ana-

logue of naTo or SeaTo. even though the U.S. was not formally a member, it 

had supported the creation of the agreement.

 Contemporary Iraq is a country that is geographically a little larger than 

California, or about half the size of Pakistan. It is bordered by six countries: 

Iran, Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi arabia, Syria, and Turkey. although all of these 

neighboring countries are Islamic, there are some significant differences among 
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them. while Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi arabia, and Syria are overwhelmingly pop-

ulated by arabs, Iran is populated by Persians and Turkey by Turks, who are 

ethnically different from arabs. Social scientists define a nation as a group of 

people who identify themselves as members of the same group unified by a 

common language, history, and culture. Islam is a transnational religion com-

mon to a number of different nations and ethnic groups. In the ottoman em-

pire, Greeks, Bulgarians, armenians, romanians, and Turks were unified by a 

common history, culture, and geography. In contrast, arabs did not share many 

of these attributes. ethnic differences have played an important role in Iraq’s 

past and are likely to continue to be an important factor for the foreseeable 

future. Important differences also exist within the arab countries. For example, 

even though Iraq and Syria were ruled by the Baath Party dating back to the 

1960s, the long-time leader of Syria, Hafez al-asad, and Saddam Hussein were 

bitter rivals.

 as noted in Chapter 2, there are a number of branches and sects within 

Islam, the two most important being the Sunni and Shia Muslims. although 

the population of Iraq is overwhelmingly Muslim—97 percent—there are ma-

jor divisions among three principal religious groups: Sunnis, who constitute 

about 3 percent of the Iraqi population; Shia, who constitute 60 percent; and 

Christians and others, who constitute 3 percent. Kurds, who are Muslim Sun-

nis but not arab, constitute 1 to 20 percent of the population. These religious 

and ethnic differences have played important roles at various times in Iraqi 

history. Until recently, the division between Sunnis and Shia was less notice-

able, and intermarriage between the two groups was relatively common. Four 

Iraqi cities—najaf, Karbala, al-Kazimiyya, and Samarra—are four of the most 

venerated towns in Shia Islam. Shia were mostly excluded from administrative 

positions during the ottoman period because the ottomans were Sunni, and 

throughout Iraq’s modern history, the officer corps of Iraq was disproportion-

ately filled with arab Sunnis. Sunni Kurds were largely excluded from the of-

ficer corps because they were not arab.

 The discovery of oil in Kirkuk and later in Saudi arabia and the Persian Gulf 

was a development that would transform the history, politics, and economics 

of the entire region. Countries that the industrial revolution had previously 

bypassed experienced spectacular economic growth following the discovery of 

oil. By the early 1970s, it was estimated that Iraq possessed approximately 10 

percent of the world’s proven oil reserves. In 1972, Saddam Hussein national-

ized the Iraq Petroleum Company, and a year later Iraq, Saudi arabia, and other 



 Iraq: From Cradle of Civilization to Republic of Fear

57

arab members of the organization of Petroleum exporting Countries (oPeC) 

embargoed exports of oil to any states that supported Israel in its war with 

egypt and Syria. The resulting drop in supply drove the price of oil up sub-

stantially and resulted in an eightfold increase in oil revenues for Iraq, which 

by 197 had annual oil revenues that equaled $8 billion. Table .1 provides a 

statistical profile of Iraq in 1990, the year that Iraq attacked and occupied its 

arab neighbor, Kuwait.

Iraq under Saddam Hussein and the Baath Party

 Born on april 28, 1937, in the Sunni town of Tikrit, Saddam Hussein was 

aptly named “Saddam,” which in arabic means “one who confronts.” when 

   . 1

Statistical Profile of Iraq in 1990

Geographic size 438,317 sq. km

Bordering Countries Iran (1,458 km)
Jordan (134 km)
Kuwait (240 km)
Saudi arabia (495 km)
neutral Zone with Saudi arabia (191 km)
Syria (605 km)
Turkey (331 km)

Population 18,781,770 (July 1990)

Population growth 
rate

3.9% (1990)

life expectancy 67

literacy rate 55–60% (1989 estimate)

ethnic groups arab (75–80%)
Kurdish (15–20%)
Turkoman, assyrian, other (5%)

religious groups Sunni Muslims (32–37%)
Shia Muslims (60–65%)
Christian or other (3%)

GnP $35 billion

GDP per capita $1,940

export partners U.S., Brazil, USSr, Italy, France, Japan, yugoslavia

Import partners Turkey, U.S., Germany, UK, France, Japan, romania, yugoslavia

Disputes Sovereignty over the Shatt al arab waterway with Iran; control over 
the Kurds in northern Iraq; neutral Zone with Saudi arabia; owner-
ship of warbah and Bubiyan Islands with Kuwait. Upstream water 
rights with Syria

Source: Data from Central Intelligence agency, World Factbook; available at www.cia.gov/library/pulications/
the-world-factbook/index.html.
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he was just nineteen years old, Saddam participated in an abortive coup. He 

finished high school at age twenty-four in 1961, and in the summer of 196, 

Hasan al-Bakr appointed his young relative, Saddam, as a Baath (meaning “re-

naissance” in arabic) party official; however, several months later the leaders 

of a Baathist coup ordered that al-Bakr, Saddam, and others be arrested. Sad-

dam remained in prison until 1966, when al-Bakr once again appointed him to 

be the deputy secretary-general of the regional command of the Baath Party 

in Iraq. In July 1968, al-Bakr and several other Baathist officials and arab na-

tionalist officers overthrew the government and established a new one with 

Hasan al-Bakr as president and abd al-razzaq al-nayif as prime minister. For 

al-Bakr and Saddam, “the Baath Party was an extension of their personal power 

through a patronage system which they alone would control.”7 at the time of 

the Baathist coup, the party had only ,000 members. The Baathists, like the 

Bolsheviks of the Soviet Union, demonstrated that a small minority fanatically 

committed to revolution could be successful. In november 1969, Saddam was 

appointed the deputy chairman of the revolutionary Command Council, and 

in the ensuing years, he continued to expand his power, becoming a general in 

1976, assuming control of Iraq’s oil policy in 1977, and ruthlessly purging the 

leadership of the Baath Party in 1978. In July 1979, Hasan al-Bakr suddenly an-

nounced that he was resigning from office, and within hours Saddam became 

president, ushering in a reign of terror. In September 1980, Iraqi forces invaded 

Iran, beginning the eight-year-long, enormously costly Iran-Iraq war.

 By 198 the membership of the Baath Party had grown to 2,000, and there 

were another 1. million supporters of the party. although Iraq, like other states, 

had a complicated array of government ministries, agencies, and organizations, 

the real power stemmed from Saddam Hussein, and he depended heavily on 

relatives, those who had supported him, and individuals from the clan of rural 

Iraq around Tikrit, his hometown. according to George Polk, Saddam gave the 

tribal “chiefs he appointed money and arms and put them to work to watch 

even the Baath party; thus he created a new form of tribalism on top of the 

old. at the center of this new organization of prestige and power was the clan 

of Saddam himself, al-Majid, which was a part of a larger, more diffuse, less 

closely related tribe known as the al Bu nasir.”8

 Throughout his political career, Saddam demonstrated a “personality con-

stellation” that former CIa psychiatrist Jerrold Post contends was characterized 

by “messianic ambition for unlimited power, absence of conscience, uncon-

strained aggression, and a paranoid outlook.”9 Despite his modest beginnings 
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in Tikrit, Saddam traced his lineage to the Prophet Muhammad. according to 

historian Charles Tripp, “a continuous line of political succession was estab-

lished between the rulers of the ancient kingdoms of Mesopotamia, the abba-

sid caliphs and Saddam Husain himself.”10 once in power, Saddam ordered the 

rebuilding of the ancient city of Babylon and commanded that all of the bricks 

used in the reconstruction be stamped: “The Babylon of nebuchadnezzar was 

re-constructed in the era of Saddam Hussein.” Saddam also had ambitions to 

be the successor of Gamel abdel nasser in promoting pan-arab nationalism; in 

short, he wanted to be the preeminent leader of the entire arab world.11

 Saddam maintained his power through several means. Saddam was essen-

tially a secular leader, but he would use religion for his purposes at times. In 

order to consolidate his power, Saddam utilized the widespread and systematic 

use of terror. on July 16, 1979, Saddam became president of Iraq; six days later 

he held a meeting of senior members of the party. a former opponent of Sad-

dam, abd al-Hussein Mashadi, appeared before the group and confessed that 

he had led a Syrian-backed plot against Saddam, who then named fifty-four 

additional alleged coconspirators and asked for volunteers to participate in the 

firing squads of those who were named, thus making coconspirators of those 

who participated in the trumped up charges. according to Kanan Makiya, 

“neither Stalin nor Hitler would have thought up a detail like that. what eich-

mann-like refuge in ‘orders from above’ could these men dig up in the future if 

they were ever to marshal the courage to try and depose their leader? . . . with 

the act, the party leadership was being forced to invest its future in Saddam.”12 

In essence, by acquiescing in Saddam’s evil actions, members of the Baath Party 

became complicit. an estimated 00 senior members of the Baath Party were 

executed as part of these purges. Saddam’s actions were reminiscent of the infa-

mous “show trials” of the Soviet Union under Stalin, a playing out of what Dr. 

Jerrold Post called Saddam’s “malignant narcissism.”

 Just four months after Saddam became president, the conservative clerics of 

Iran were able to topple the Shah from power, an event that marked the rise of 

Shia fundamentalism. Given the Shia majority of the Iraqi population, the Ira-

nian revolution posed a very real threat to the stability and Sunni-dominated 

Baathist control of Iraq. In reaction to the rising influence of Shia, Saddam 

resolved to keep his fellow Sunni arabs in the most important positions in his 

government and was concerned about any indications, real or imagined, that 

the other two most prominent ethnic-religious groups in Iraq, Shia and Kurds, 

were engaged in actions opposed to the dominant Sunni regime. Saddam used 
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poison gas on the Kurds for the first time in april 1987 and then at Halabja on 

March 1, 1988, an attack that killed an estimated ,000 people.13 evidence col-

lected after the attacks indicated that several different types of chemical agents 

had been used, including mustard gas and the nerve agents sarin, soman, tabun, 

and Vx, all of which are considered to be weapons of mass destruction.14 ac-

cording to Washington Post reporter Patrick Tyler, “entire families were wiped 

out and the streets were littered with the corpses of men, women and children. 

other forms of life in and around the city—horses, house cats, cattle—per-

ished as well.”15 long-time Middle eastern expert william Polk noted, “not 

only Iraqi troops but Kurdish militiamen, recruited from those with grievances 

against other Kurds, acted out tribal vendettas and engaged in theft, rape, and 

murder on a scale not witnessed since the Mongol invasions.”16

 Plato once wrote, “a tyrant is always setting some war in motion so that 

the people will be in need of a leader.” as noted above, Saddam wanted to 

be considered the most important arab leader and for Iraq to be the pivotal 

arab state. The major geopolitical rival of Iraq was Iran, which was Persian 

and predominantly Shia, both anathema to Saddam. Validating Plato’s obser-

vation, Saddam embarked on an effort to pressure the Iranian government to 

recognize that the regional balance of power had changed in Iraq’s favor. Sad-

dam sought to do this by abrogating the 197 treaty and asserting Iraqi control 

over the complete Shatt al-arab, the tidal river formed by the confluence of the 

Tigris and the euphrates rivers that forms part of the Iraq-Kuwait border. In 

keeping with his plans, on September 22, 1980, Saddam ordered pre-emptive 

attacks on Iranian military airfields and a ground invasion of Iran, actions that 

began the eight-year, enormously costly Iran-Iraq war. as Judith Miller and 

laurie Mylroie noted, “Many commentators compared the war, in its devastat-

ing and senseless fury, to the Great war of 191–18 which so traumatized an 

entire european generation. . . . The casualties that resulted were greater than 

all of the arab-Israeli wars that have taken place over the past forty years.”17

 The war cost Iraq approximately $1 billion per year, and the human costs 

of the war included an estimated 20,000 Iraqis killed, more than 300,000 

seriously wounded, and almost 0,000 prisoners of war. with its population 

of 18 million, these losses would be equivalent to 10 million americans killed 

or wounded in war.18 By comparison with the United States, approximately 

620,000 were killed in the Civil war, and 0,000 americans died in world war 

II. In terms of casualties as a percentage of total population, only Soviet losses 

of 20 to 2 million in world war II rivaled the losses of Iraq and Iran in their 
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eight-year war. The economic losses of the war were also substantial. Iraq’s oil 

exports fell from 28 million barrels in 1980 to 3 million barrels in 1982, with cor-

responding revenues of $26 billion and $9 billion.19 at the end of the war, Sad-

dam blamed Kuwait, Saudi arabia, and the United arab emirates for driving 

down the price of oil, thus preventing Iraq’s economic recovery after the war.20 

Iraq demanded that Kuwait pay it $10 billion,21 and Saddam repeatedly asked 

Saudi arabia and Kuwait “to declare that the $0 billion financial aid that they 

had given to Iraq during the war with Iran should be considered a grant and 

not a loan.”22

The First Gulf war

 with Saddam blaming his arab brethren for Iraq’s economic problems, he 

turned to the means of solving his problems that Plato had suggested centu-

ries before: taking over a neighboring, militarily weak country. In this case, 

Saddam’s target was Kuwait. In 1990, Iraq’s share of the world’s proven oil re-

serves was an estimated 10 percent; Kuwait had another 10 percent; and Saudi 

arabia had 2 percent. By invading and occupying Kuwait, which many Iraqis 

considered a province of Iraq, Saddam would control one-fifth of the world’s 

oil supplies. In addition, Iraq has a coastline of only 26 miles, and Kuwait has 

a coastline of 120 miles. By taking over Kuwait, Iraq would increase its coast 

more than fourfold. The Iraqi takeover of Kuwait would also eliminate the sub-

stantial debt that Iraq owed Kuwait as a result of the Iran-Iraq war. of course, 

Saddam could not go to war without considering Iraq’s relations with other 

countries.

 The two non-arab countries with the closest ties to Iraq were the Soviet 

Union and France. The Soviet Union and Iraq signed a Treaty of Friendship in 

1972, and at the time of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in august 1990, there were 

approximately 8,000 Soviet citizens in Iraq. The Soviet Union had sold Iraq a 

great deal of military equipment throughout the 1980s, and by 1990, Iraq owed 

the USSr more than $10 billion and France more than $7 billion.23 France had 

sold the nuclear reactor to Iraq in 1976 that the Israelis attacked and destroyed 

in 1981. By 1982, 0 percent of French arms exports were going to Iraq.24

 U.S. President George Herbert walker Bush had served in a number of for-

eign policy positions; in fact, he had more extensive and varied foreign pol-

icy experience than almost any other american president; he had served as a 

member of Congress, de facto ambassador to China, U.S. representative to the 
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United nations, director of the CIa, and eight years as vice president. as a re-

sult of these experiences, Bush believed strongly in the importance of cooperat-

ing with other countries in addressing vital issues. In addition, and in contrast 

to President ronald reagan whom he served as vice president for eight years, 

George H. w. Bush believed in a pragmatic approach to foreign policy. He and 

his closest circle of advisors were “realists,” who emphasized a pragmatic rather 

than ideological approach to dealing with international issues.

 at a meeting of the arab Cooperation Council in February 1990, Saddam 

demanded that the Gulf states declare a moratorium on the loans that Iraq 

had accepted to finance the Iran-Iraq war. He also wanted oPeC to establish 

stricter quotas that would result in increased revenues from the sale of oil and 

asked for an additional loan of $30 billion from the Gulf states, saying, “let 

the Gulf regimes know . . . that if they do not give this money to me, I will 

know how to get it.”25 During the spring of 1990, american intelligence agen-

cies discovered evidence of a substantial military buildup in Iraq, and by July 

19, 3,000 soldiers from three divisions had been deployed ten to thirty miles 

from the Iraq-Kuwait border.26 This deployment concerned both arab and 

american officials; however, following his July 2 visit to Baghdad as a me-

diator appointed by the arab league, egyptian President Hosni Mubarak con-

cluded that Saddam did not intend on invading Kuwait, and Saddam agreed to 

negotiations in Jeddah, Saudi arabia. as an attempt to deter Iraqi aggression, 

the United States announced joint military maneuvers with the United arab 

emirates, and in response, Saddam summoned the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, 

april Glaspie, to discuss U.S. actions.27 The ambassador did not have time to 

request and receive detailed instructions from washington and had to respond 

to Saddam’s questions and criticisms on the basis of existing U.S. policy.28 at 

this time, the United States government had not decided to threaten military 

action in order to deter Iraq. without authorization to make a credible threat, 

the best ambassador Glaspie could do was to restate existing U.S. policy calling 

for the countries in the region to resolve their own problems. Saddam believed 

that Vietnam had traumatized the american people and their leaders and that 

the U.S. would be unlikely to respond to an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. By July 

27, Iraq had massed 100,000 soldiers from eight divisions on the Iraq-Kuwait 

border, and despite this substantial show of force, U.S. officials still believed 

that Saddam was simply trying to intimidate Kuwait.

 on august 2, 1990, Iraq attacked Kuwait. This invasion saw one arab state 

attacking another, an event that President Mubarak of egypt called “shocking.” 
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a force of 300,000 Iraqi troops attacked and occupied Kuwait within twenty-

four hours. The members of the al-Sabah ruling family of Kuwait and an esti-

mated 300,000 other Kuwaitis escaped and sought sanctuary in Saudi arabia 

and other arab states. The invasion concerned western, advanced industri-

alized countries because many of them depended upon oil exports from the 

Middle east. Thus, with its invasion and occupation of Kuwait, Iraq controlled 

approximately 20 percent of the world oil reserves, and its military forces were 

posed on the border of Saudi arabia, the country with the largest oil reserves in 

the world.

 Most observers and international lawyers did not accept Iraq’s territorial 

claim to Kuwait; indeed, the al-Sabah family had ruled Kuwait since 172, and 

most viewed Iraq’s invasion and occupation as a clear case of blatant aggres-

sion. This certainly was true of President George Herbert walker Bush, a mem-

ber of “the greatest generation” who had served as the youngest pilot in the U.S. 

navy in world war II. To Bush and others, Iraq’s action was reminiscent of the 

aggression perpetrated by nazi Germany, and Saddam was, according to Presi-

dent Bush, “Hitler revisited.” on august , 1990, the president declared, “This 

will not stand, this will not stand, this aggression against Kuwait.”29 Prime Min-

ister Margaret Thatcher held a similar view: “[a]ggressors must be stopped, 

not only stopped, but they must be thrown out. an aggressor cannot gain from 

his aggression. He must be thrown out and, . . . I thought we ought to throw 

him out so decisively that he could never think of doing it again.”30 For Bush, 

Thatcher, and members of their generation, the lesson of world war II was 

clear: dictators like Hitler and Saddam cannot be appeased, and aggression 

must be met with strong resolve and, if necessary, military force.

 Following Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait, Bush contacted numer-

ous foreign leaders in order to solicit their support in opposing Iraq’s takeover 

of Kuwait. Ultimately, thirty-eight countries allied with the United States, in-

cluding long-time, influential allies of the United States: the United Kingdom, 

Germany, and France. even though the Soviet Union had strong ties with Iraq, 

it did not oppose the United States or its coalition members’ actions. In fact, 

there is strong evidence that Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait came as a surprise to the 

USSr. at the time of the invasion, Secretary of State James Baker was visit-

ing his Soviet counterpart, eduard Shevardnadze, in Siberia, and Shevardnadze 

told him: Saddam “is perhaps a sort of a thug, but he is not irrational, and [an 

attack on Kuwait] would be an irrational act and I don’t think that could hap-

pen.”31 later in the crisis, the Iraqi foreign minister, Tariq aziz, sent Mikhail 
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Gorbachev a message that Iraq would welcome a more active Soviet role, and 

Gorbachev responded, “what you [Iraq] did was an act of aggression and we 

cannot and will not back you in any way. we are ready to help . . . on the basis 

of complete withdrawal [from Kuwait].”32

 The leaders of Saudi arabia were justifiably concerned about the invasion 

and occupation of a neighboring arab state, and yet, they were hesitant to in-

vite those whom they considered unbelievers into territory that is considered 

the most sacred in Islam. Despite this hesitance, however, Saudi leaders were 

genuinely concerned about the threat to the kingdom posed by Iraqi military 

forces in Kuwait. The most pressing immediate question to Saudi leaders was 

how they could deter an Iraqi attack on their country. Broadly speaking, there 

were two options: either depend on their own forces supplemented with other 

Muslim forces including, possibly, former members of the mujahideen or to 

accept american and european forces as allies against Iraq.

 For its part, the United States worked with the members of the United na-

tions in order to isolate and pressure Iraq and formed an extensive coalition. 

The Un passed a number of resolutions calling for international sanctions 

against Iraq. The CIa estimated that such sanctions would take years to be ef-

fective, and for his part, General Colin Powell, who served as chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff in the George H. w. Bush administration, was willing to 

try sanctions for two years. a veteran of Vietnam, Powell was concerned about 

the casualties that would result from such an invasion; fatalities were estimated 

to be in excess of 10,000 american troops. another Vietnam veteran involved 

in Gulf war planning, General Charles Horner, noted, “I don’t think there was 

a day during this [Gulf] war that we didn’t touch back and sort of touch those 

sore points from Vietnam. one of the first casualties in Vietnam was integrity, 

the people, our generals, it wasn’t so much of not telling the truth but when 

they were faced with impossible situations they tried to make do . . . . Vietnam 

was a ghost we carried with us.”33 Powell’s concern led him to support the use 

of american military force only if four criteria were met: clear objectives, the 

deployment of overwhelming force, strong public and congressional support, 

and a clear postwar strategy.

 In november 1990, the United nations passed Security Council resolution 

678, which demanded Iraq’s unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait by January 

1, 1991, six weeks from the passage of the resolution. at the end of november 

1990, James Baker met with Tariq aziz to discuss a possible withdrawal from 

Kuwait, and aziz gave no indication that Iraq was interested in a withdrawal. In 
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response to aziz’s refusal to compromise, it appeared that war was imminent, 

and Baker took the opportunity to warn aziz that the U.S. would respond force-

fully, including possibly using nuclear weapons, were Iraq to use chemical or bi-

ological weapons.34 Despite both american and international pressure, however, 

Saddam Hussein did not withdraw, and President Bush issued an ultimatum 

to Iraq that contained the three classic elements of any ultimatum: (1) the ac-

tion required of the opponent (withdraw from Kuwait and restore the al-Sabah 

monarchy), (2) a time limit (January 1, 1991), and (3) the threat of action that 

will be taken if the action demanded of the opponent is not met (the U.S. and its 

coalition partners will force withdrawal from Kuwait). apparently, Saddam did 

not believe that President Bush and his advisers were serious; they were. In fact, 

prior to the start of the war, Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney ordered General 

Powell to draw up plans for the possible use of nuclear weapons against Iraq.35

 on January 17, 1991, at 1 a.m., american apache helicopters attacked and 

destroyed Iraqi radar sites, which paved the way for an extensive air and cruise 

missile attack; the “mother of all battles,” as Saddam called it, had begun. The 

air attack lasted thirty-nine days and was then followed, beginning on Febru-

ary 2, with a ground attack, which drove to within 10 miles of Baghdad. The 

acute, kinetic phase of the war was essentially completed within 100 hours of its 

beginning, with a total of 139 american fatalities. a ceasefire was signed at Saf-

wan on February 28, 1991. The cost for Iraq was substantial: an estimated 10,000 

Iraqi civilians and 30,000 Iraqi soldiers were killed, a number that proportional 

to population was five times the casualties that the United States suffered in the 

Vietnam war.36

 The economic cost of the war was also substantial; within six weeks, the U.S. 

destroyed more of Iraq’s infrastructure than was destroyed during the eight 

years of the Iran-Iraq war. The economic cost of the war to the coalition was 

$ billion; however, U.S. allies, most significantly Kuwait, Saudi arabia, and 

Japan, reimbursed the U.S. $0 billion.

 The Un resolutions under which the U.S. and its coalition partners were 

operating called for Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait, and these resolutions did 

not call for the overthrow of Saddam, the complete defeat and disarmament 

of the Iraqi military, or the takeover of Baghdad. as a result, american forces 

stopped at the thirty-third parallel, about thirty miles south of Baghdad. Much 

of Iraq’s military equipment was destroyed, although some Iraqi military forces 

retreated to Baghdad for sanctuary. according to Secretary Baker, “we have 

done the job. we can stop. we have achieved our aims. we have gotten them 
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out of Kuwait.”37 Defense Secretary Dick Cheney commented, “we could have 

gone on . . . [but] I don’t know how we would have let go of that tar baby once 

we had grabbed hold of it. . . . How many additional american casualties would 

we have had to suffer? How many additional american lives is Saddam Hussein 

worth? and the answer I would give is not very damn many.”38

 In contrast to the end of most other wars in american history, not every-

one was satisfied with the results, including the commander-in-chief, President 

George H. w. Bush, who commented, “why do I not feel elated? But we need to 

have an end. People want that. They are going to want to know we won and the 

kids can come home. we do not want to screw this up with a sloppy, muddled 

ending.”39

 leaving Saddam in power was in keeping with the Un’s resolutions, and 

there were also geopolitical reasons for allowing Saddam to remain in power 

with significant military forces still under his control. other than Iraq, the ma-

jor power in the region was Iran. Following the takeover of the Shah’s gov-

ernment by radical, fundamental clerics headed by the ayatollah Khomeini in 

november 1979, a group of young Iranian radicals took sixty-six americans 

hostage and held fifty-two of them captive for  days. This action strongly 

influenced american attitudes toward Iran, and the pragmatic members of the 

George H. w. Bush administration recognized that a counterbalance to the 

radical, Iranian theocracy was needed both for regional stability and to main-

tain assured access to oil in the Gulf region. Therefore, american forces limited 

their actions against Saddam’s Iraq. Indeed, many of the members of George 

H. w. Bush’s foreign policy advisory group would later criticize the decision to 

stop short of Baghdad and to leave a residual Iraqi military force intact, but in 

January 1991, this was viewed as a sensible decision in keeping with the wishes 

of the broader international community.

 Most viewed the coalition’s victory over Iraq as definitive and decisive; how-

ever, Saddam Hussein claimed victory in the conflict. In one sense, he was cor-

rect: he and his Baath Party had survived. Indeed, within several years, he was 

the only leader of a major combatant from the war who was still in office. Bill 

Clinton defeated George H. w. Bush in 1992, Margaret Thatcher left office in 

1990, and King Fahd of Saudi arabia suffered a debilitating stroke in 199 and 

relinquished his power to his brother, abdullah.

 The outcome of the war also enabled Saddam to continue his reign of ter-

ror in Iraq. at the end of the war, the coalition imposed a no-fly zone in the 

northern part of Iraq above the thirty-sixth parallel to protect the Kurds and 
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in the southern parts of Iraq below the thirty-second parallel to protect the 

Shia; however, this ban did not apply to helicopters. The U.S. had encouraged 

the Kurds and the Shia to oppose Saddam’s dictatorial rule, and when protests 

broke out, Saddam responded brutally and decisively. In the crackdown, an es-

timated 30,000 to 60,000 Shia were killed.40 In the north, approximately 20,000 

Kurds were killed and another 2 million fled their homes fearing another geno-

cidal campaign, similar to the one waged against Halabja in 1988.

The Intermission between the First and  

the Second Gulf wars

 The 1991–2003 period between the first and second american wars against 

Iraq may be viewed as a long intermission between two “acts” or episodes of the 

same war. Some members of the cast remained the same and some changed, 

and some, though they were in both wars, played different roles.

 In april 1991, at the end of the combat phase of the first Iraq war, the United 

nations passed resolution 687 that called for the creation of the Un Special 

Commission on Iraq (UnSCoM) to monitor and verify the demilitarization of 

Iraq, including the destruction of weapons of mass destruction, which the com-

mission found Iraq unquestionably possessed at that time. The resolution tied 

the lifting of economic sanctions on Iraq to providing reparations to Kuwait 

and to Iraq’s degree of cooperation with UnSCoM’s efforts. within a month 

of the resolution’s passage, the commission had inspectors on the ground in 

Iraq conducting no-notice inspections of suspicious sites, installing cameras, 

sensors, and seals at these sites and reviewing all imports of technical materials 

into Iraq. Most observers believe that UnSCoM did an effective job in elimi-

nating items prohibited by resolution 687, including more than 800 SCUD 

missiles of the type that had been used against both Israel and Saudi arabia 

during the war, stockpiles and plans for chemical and biological weapons, plans 

for nuclear research, and plans for the “Condor Project” (a joint egyptian-ar-

gentine-Iraqi project to develop ballistic missiles), as well as the destruction 

of great quantities of conventional munitions.41 In fact, following the end of 

the first Gulf war, UnSCoM destroyed more Iraqi weapons than the coalition 

forces destroyed during the war, including “28,000 munitions, 80,000 liters of 

agent, 1.8 million liters of liquid chemical precursors, and a million kilograms 

of solid precursor chemicals.”42

 In January 1993, Iraq refused to remove missiles that the U.S. contended it 
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had moved to southern Iraq, and american and allied aircraft attacked a sus-

pected nuclear facility and missile sites south of Baghdad. Six months later, the 

U.S. government announced that it had discovered an Iraqi plot to assassinate 

President George H. w. Bush during a visit to Kuwait, and in response, Presi-

dent Clinton ordered an attack of twenty-three Tomahawk cruise missiles on 

the Iraqi intelligence headquarters in Baghdad; according to Iraqi sources, eight 

were killed in the attack. To critics of the Clinton administration, such as Paul 

wolfowitz, this response consisted of ineffectual “pin-pricks.”43

 In october 199, Iraq moved troops toward Kuwait, and the U.S. dispatched 

an aircraft carrier battle group, ,000 troops, and combat aircraft to the region 

to prepare for possible conflict with Iraq. Following the american deployment, 

Iraq pulled its troops away from the Iraq-Kuwait border. In august 1996, Iraq 

sent military forces into northern Iraq and captured Irbil, a city within the 

Kurdish “safe haven” in northern Iraq protected by american-led forces. In re-

sponse to the Iraqi incursion, U.S. forces fired twenty-seven cruise missiles at 

Iraqi military targets and extended the southern no-fly zone from the thirty-

second to the thirty-third parallel just south of Baghdad.

 In october 1997, Iraq accused the american members of UnSCoM of spy-

ing and expelled them from Iraq. President Clinton ordered a carrier battle 

group to the Persian Gulf, and the United nations threatened new economic 

sanctions if Iraq did not cooperate with Un inspectors. when Iraq ejected the 

remaining american inspectors, the Un withdrew its other inspectors in pro-

test. The United Kingdom and the U.S. built up their military forces in the 

Gulf, and Iraq readmitted UnSCoM inspectors, including the americans. Iraq 

then announced that it would exclude from inspection “palaces and official 

residences,” areas that Un officials had suspected concealed forbidden items.

 In January 1998, an influential group of former policymakers wrote to Presi-

dent Clinton to urge him to overthrow Saddam. This letter was sponsored by 

the Project for a new american Century and was signed by eighteen individu-

als, many of whom would become important members of the George w. Bush 

administration, including Donald rumsfeld, richard armitage, John Bolton, 

and Paul wolfowitz. In their letter, the signers warned that the Clinton admin-

istration’s policy of deterrence was failing and that

[t]he only acceptable strategy is one that eliminates the possibility that Iraq will be 

able to use or threaten to use weapons of mass destruction. In the near term, this 

means a willingness to undertake military action as diplomacy is clearly failing. In 

the long term, it means removing Saddam Hussein and his regime from power.44
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In several ways, this letter was a harbinger of themes that would emerge in 

George w. Bush’s administration three years later: in particular, its emphasis 

on the threat of weapons of mass destruction and the need to remove Saddam 

from power.

 This letter indicated the level of frustration of former members of the 

George H. w. Bush administration, neoconservative foreign policy analysts, 

and a growing number of members of Congress who increasingly called for a 

change of regime in Iraq. In February 1998, a group consisting of both repub-

licans and Democrats and co-chaired by former Congressman Steve Solarz and 

richard Perle sent an open letter to President Clinton calling for “a determined 

program to change the regime in Baghdad.” In September 1998, a bill to provide 

$97 million for military and educational training for opponents of Saddam was 

introduced. The bill passed by a vote of 360 to 38 in the House of representa-

tives and unanimously in the Senate. Many had assumed that the Iraqi people 

would rise up and topple Saddam following the disastrous first Gulf war. The 

CIa had tried to sponsor opposition leaders to overthrow Saddam, but all of 

these efforts failed. By exercising brutal control over Iraqi society, Saddam was 

able to remain in power, a fact that deeply frustrated many americans.

 The inspection situation worsened throughout 1998. In January, Iraq blocked 

an UnSCoM inspection team led by an american, and later the same month, 

President Clinton called on Iraq to open all sites to inspection. In February, 

Un Secretary General Kofi annan announced that he had worked out a deal 

with Iraq promising to remove Un economic sanctions in exchange for greater 

transparency for the inspectors.45 Six months later, Iraq announced that it did 

not see any move to lift sanctions and that it was halting the work of the Un 

weapons inspectors. In response, the U.S. and UK announced that they were 

considering possible military strikes in order to force Iraq to cooperate with the 

inspectors. on november , 1998, the Un Security Council passed a resolution 

condemning Iraq’s actions as “flagrant violations” of Un resolutions. In mid-

november, Iraq allowed the inspectors to return, but three weeks later, the chief 

Un inspector, richard Butler, announced that Iraq was impeding inspections 

and that the Un inspection team would leave Iraq. Upon his return from Iraq, 

Butler issued a report in which he stated that Iraq did not fully cooperate with 

the Un inspectors, and in response, american and British forces embarked on 

operation Desert Fox, attacking key targets for a four-day period.46

 To some, the timing of the attacks was suspect; impeachment proceedings 

against President Clinton, stemming from the sordid Monica lewinsky affair, 
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had begun one day before the attacks on Iraq. Senate Majority leader Trent 

lott commented, “while I have been assured by administration officials that 

there is no connection with the impeachment process in the House of repre-

sentatives, I cannot support this military action in the Persian Gulf at this time. 

Both the timing and the policy are subject to question.”47 other critics drew a 

parallel between Clinton’s action and the popular movie Wag the Dog, in which 

a fictional president hires a Hollywood producer to start a war in order to di-

vert the public’s attention from a sex scandal. Many thought that reality was 

imitating fiction and yearned for a change in political leadership.

 T. e. lawrence wrote, “Mesopotamia [Iraq] will be the master of the Middle 

east, and the power controlling its destinies will dominate all its neighbors.”48 

one of the earliest known civilizations was founded in the area that today con-

stitutes Iraq, and throughout much of recorded history Iraq has played a signif-

icant role. Its importance increased with the discovery of oil and the increasing 

importance of this commodity to industrialized states in the twentieth century. 

rising to power, Saddam Hussein sought to make lawrence’s prediction true 

and fought a long, costly war with Iran, invaded and occupied a neighboring 

arab country, Kuwait, and fought and lost two wars with the United States and 

its allies. In perpetrating these actions, it may well be that Saddam in fact af-

fected the destinies of all its neighbors as well as many other countries for years 

to come.
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5 the Development of terrorism, 
1991–2001

Terrorism is as old as recorded human history, and is, therefore, not a new 

phenomenon to much of the world. The terrorist attacks on the United States 

on September 11, 2001, however, were devastatingly unique for americans. Pro-

fessor walter laqueur has defined terrorism as “the illegitimate use of force to 

achieve a political objective when innocent people are targeted.”1 ranD Cor-

poration analyst Brian Jenkins has defined it as “the use or threatened use of 

force designed to bring about a political change.”2 The U.S. government has 

defined terrorism as “premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated 

against noncombatant targets by sub-national groups or clandestine agents, 

usually intended to influence an audience.”3 Terrorism may be sponsored or 

perpetrated by states or nonstate actors, and it is the growth in number and 

lethality of the latter type of terrorism that distinguishes the contemporary 

age from previous eras. In this chapter, I trace the development of terrorism, 

emphasizing the changing nature of terrorism and the emergence of al Qaeda 

and its leader, osama bin laden.

Terrorism in History

 Both the old and new Testaments of the Bible recount a number of cases of 

what would today be defined as terrorism; for example, in the book of num-

bers, God commands, “now therefore, kill every male among the little ones, 

and kill every woman who has known man intimately. But all the girls who 

have not known man intimately, spare for ourselves.”4 one method of terrorism 

is assassination, and the word “assassin” derives from an arabic word meaning 

“the followers of Hassan i-Sabbah,” who was known to kill his political oppo-

nents. when modern nation-states began to emerge following the Thirty years 

war (1618–168), political leaders ultimately rejected state-sponsored terrorism 
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and assassination, if for no other reason than that they wanted to protect them-

selves.5 However, over time, states began to employ terroristic methods against 

both their own populations and other countries.

 State-sponsored terrorism was traditionally the most common and lethal 

variant of terrorism, but throughout history, there have also been individuals 

and nonstate groups that have utilized terror as a means to achieve their goals. 

nonstate terrorists have included anarchists, Marxist revolutionaries, ethnic 

nationalists, religiously motivated groups, pathological individuals and groups, 

and radical political movements such as neofascists. as noted in Chapter 2, 

various Muslim thinkers had written about jihad (holy war) and the use of 

violence, including terrorism.

 Many historians date the emergence of modern terrorism to the 1968 hijack-

ing of an Israeli el al airliner by George Habash’s Popular Front for the libera-

tion of Palestine. This event was followed by a number of other terroristic acts 

perpetrated by both state and nonstate actors. The takeover of the american 

embassy in Tehran in november 1979 was another significant event in the de-

velopment of terrorism, and in 1979, the U.S. government publicly identified 

seven state sponsors of terrorism: Cuba, Iran, Iraq, libya, north Korea, Sudan, 

and Syria. Following its takeover of afghanistan in 1996, the Taliban govern-

ment was added to the list. as of november 2010, Cuba, Iran, Sudan, and Syria 

were still on the list.6

 During the 1980s and 1990s, a total of 666 american citizens died from in-

ternational terrorism, and during the same twenty years, a total of 190 ameri-

cans died from domestic terrorism for a total of 86 fatalities.7 Deaths of all 

nationalities during the same period were substantially higher: 7,132 were killed 

and 31,000 were wounded. on the one hand, these are significant casualties, 

particularly for the families affected by these losses; on the other hand, these 

losses paled in comparison to fatalities from other causes. For example, dur-

ing this period an average of 0,000 americans per year were killed in traffic 

accidents, and it was more likely for americans to be struck by lightning, die 

from bee stings, or drown in bathtubs than to be killed by terrorists in this pe-

riod of history.8 In the 1990s, the number of terrorist events actually declined 

as the following statistics indicate: 8 (1991), 33 (1992), 360 (1993), 33 (199), 

278 (199), and 20 (1996).9 according to Paul Pillar, a former CIa official and 

deputy chief of the Counterterrorism Center, the terrorists of this period were 

primarily “young adult males, unemployed or underemployed with poor pros-

pects for economic improvement or advancement through legitimate work.”10 
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In addition, most of the terrorists of this period had little formal education and 

were not married.

 The U.S. government responded to the terrorist incidents of the 1980s and 

1990s by adopting a law enforcement approach to dealing with the problem. 

In particular, U.S. government policy was based on the following principles: 

(1) make no concessions and do not conclude any agreements with terrorists, 

(2) apprehend and bring to justice perpetrators of terrorist acts, (3) isolate and 

pressure state sponsors of terrorism to change their behavior, and () assist 

countries which work with the U.S. to improve their counterterrorist capabili-

ties.11

The emergence of osama bin laden and al Qaeda

 as noted in Chapter 3, during the more than nine years of fighting the So-

viets in afghanistan, the mujahideen developed a well-trained military force 

that, with the material assistance of Pakistan, Saudi arabia, the United States, 

and other Islamic countries, was able to defeat one of the most powerful states 

in the world at that time. with the defeat of the USSr, the U.S. turned its at-

tention elsewhere. of course, there were good reasons to do so, given the fall of 

the Berlin wall in november 1989, Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait in 

august 1990, and the disintegration of the Soviet Union in December 1991.

 The mujahideen and their supporters were buoyed by their success and 

looked for ways to apply their guerilla tactics, strategy, and experience to sup-

port and advance the objectives of Islam, but there were few opportunities to 

do so or to integrate into normal society. as omar Saghi, a scholar at the In-

stitute for Political Studies in Paris, has pointed out, “The 1990s, in many arab 

countries and especially in Saudi arabia, may be seen as the decade of failed 

veterans who would remain unable to reintegrate into civilian life.”12 like other 

religiously motivated individuals and movements, they believed that their suc-

cess in defeating the Soviets indicated that God really was on their side. It was 

easy to conclude that if the Soviets could be defeated, then perhaps the last 

remaining superpower in the world, the United States, could also. In 2000, bin 

laden reflected this view: “Using very meager resources and military means, 

the afghan mujahedeen demolished one of the most important human myths 

in history and the biggest military apparatus. we no longer fear the so-called 

Great Powers. we believe that america is much weaker than russia.”13

 Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait in august 1990 represented not the 
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“clash of civilizations,” as coined by Bernard lewis and popularized by Samuel 

Huntington, as much as a clash within a civilization, for it was an invasion of one 

arab state by another arab state. Many concluded that Saddam Hussein would 

not stop at Kuwait’s borders but could continue into Saudi arabia, the country 

with the largest oil reserves in the world. The modern Kingdom of Saudi arabia 

was founded in 1902, and in 1938 vast oil deposits were discovered that provided 

the financial base to build the infrastructure of a modern state. The founding 

ruler of Saudi arabia, King abdul azziz al Saud, depended on a hard-working 

immigrant from yemen, Muhammad bin laden, and his construction company 

to build many of the major projects in the new country, and these projects re-

sulted in enormous revenues for the Bin laden Construction Company.

 osama bin laden was born in 197, the seventeenth son of twenty-four sons 

and fifty-four children total of Muhammad bin laden. according to Profes-

sor John Calvert, the Soviet-afghan war was the “defining experience” of bin 

laden’s life,14 and during the war he raised substantial amounts of money for 

the mujahideen and reportedly fought, but only in a single battle. why did bin 

laden follow this path rather than the more common path for young Saudis 

from wealthy families, of attending university overseas and frequenting the 

clubs and casinos of Beirut, london, Paris, and Monaco? In 1976, when bin 

laden was eighteen years old, he entered King abdul aziz University in Jeddah 

and studied business administration.15 In addition, bin laden read and was 

strongly influenced by several radical Islamists, including those whose views 

are described in Chapter 2—Taqi al-Din Ibn Taymiyya, Muhammad ibn abd 

al-wahhab, and Sayyid Qutb. Bin laden was at university at the same time that 

abdullah azzam, a west Bank Palestinian member of the Muslim Brotherhood, 

taught at the university, and the two may have met there, although this is not 

known for certain. like bin laden, azzam was strongly attracted to and influ-

enced by radical Islamists; in fact, he wrote a book about ibn Taymiyya.

 after osama left the university, he and azzam and their wives became close 

friends; according to osama’s bodyguard, theirs was “a meeting of money, will 

and youth, represented by osama Bin laden, and knowledge, direction and 

experience represented by abdullah azzam.”16 azzam believed that holy war, 

jihad, was a sacred obligation for Muslims, and when the Soviets invaded af-

ghanistan, azzam, a charismatic speaker, became one of the most influential 

recruiters and fundraisers for the mujahideen. according to Professor Fawaz 

Gerges, azzam became the “spiritual father of the so-called afghan arabs.”17 

In addition, with donations worth millions of dollars from wealthy Saudi and 
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Gulf arabs, azzam established an organization called the Maktab al-Khadamat 

(Services office) in Peshawar that housed and trained an estimated 10,000 

Muslims who came to Peshawar to fight against the Soviets in afghanistan. 

It is also estimated that the Maktab al-Khadamat disbursed approximately $2 

billion to its offices throughout the world.18 although most of the jihadi vol-

unteers were from egypt and Saudi arabia, there were also volunteers from 

almost twenty other Islamic countries, including Iraq, Kuwait, Turkey, Jordan, 

Syria, libya, Tunisia, Morocco, lebanon, yemen, algeria, Sudan, Pakistan, Ma-

laysia, and Indonesia. azzam’s standard message was “Jihad and the rifle alone: 

no negotiations, no conferences and no dialogues.”19 as part of his fundraising 

efforts, azzam visited the United States more than twenty times in the 1980s in 

order to raise support for the mujahideen.20 By the late 1980s, there were thirty-

three american cities with branches of azzam’s and bin laden’s Services office, 

including Brooklyn, St. louis, Kansas City, Seattle, Sacramento, los angeles, 

and San Diego.21 In november 1989, azzam and two of his sons were killed in 

a bombing outside a mosque in Peshawar, Pakistan. Those responsible for the 

killing were never identified, although some suspected that ayman al-Zawahiri 

or even bin laden had played a role.22 Bin laden blamed azzam’s assassination 

on the “Judeo-Crusader alliance.”23

 osama and azzam had worked closely together throughout the 1980s; some 

knowledgeable observers believed that azzam was bin laden’s “spiritual guru,” 

and azzam had said of bin laden that “a whole nation [was] embodied in one 

man.”24 osama had raised money for azzam’s Maktab al-Khadamat, and the year 

before azzam was killed, osama founded a new organization, which he called 

al Qaeda. In arabic, this has two meanings: “the base” or “the rule.” Following 

azzam’s assassination, radical egyptian Islamist ayman al-Zawahiri became bin 

laden’s most important associate. as Gerges has noted, “with the exception of 

azzam, Zawahiri contributed the most to the radicalization of bin laden and 

the deepening of his politicization and versatility in jihadist tactics.”25

 Following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, bin laden met with Prince Sultan, 

the defense minister of Saudi arabia, and told him, “I am ready to prepare one 

hundred thousand fighters with good combat capability within three months. 

you don’t need americans. you don’t need any non-Muslim troops. we will 

be enough.”26 The minister pointed out that there were no caves in Saudi ara-

bia, which the mujahideen had effectively used in afghanistan, and declined 

bin laden’s offer. after an impressive briefing by Secretary of Defense Dick 

Cheney, complete with classified satellite photos showing Iraqi military units 
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in Kuwait, King Fahd invited the United States and its coalition of thirty-eight 

other countries to enter his country. Bin laden and other Muslim radicals were 

incensed, for the country that they considered to be the most sacred in Islam 

would be, in their view, occupied by infidels, including Jews and women, who 

were uncovered and would even drive vehicles. at this time, Saudi women were 

not allowed to drive even if they were members of the royal family. In a scath-

ing public attack on Sheik abd al-aziz bin Baz, the chief mufti of Saudi arabia, 

who had issued an edict approving the deployment of foreign troops to Saudi 

arabia, bin laden wrote: “when the forces of the aggressive Crusader-Jewish al-

liance decided during the Gulf war—in connivance with the [Saudi] regime—

to occupy the country in the name of liberating Kuwait, you justified this with 

an arbitrary juridical decree excusing this terrible act, which insulted the pride 

of our umma and sullied its honor, as well as polluting its holy places.”27 Saudi 

governmental authorities were concerned about bin laden’s increasingly mili-

tant statements and kept him under house arrest for a while. Then in late 1991 

they allowed him to go to Sudan, where he lived under the protection of radical 

Islamist leader Hassan al-Turabi. Saudi authorities hoped to solve a Saudi do-

mestic problem by exiling him to Sudan but in doing so created the beginnings 

of a significant international problem. Bin laden was joined by his friend, al-

Zawahiri. Because of bin laden’s continuing condemnation of the Saudi re-

gime, the Saudi government on several occasions attempted to assassinate bin 

laden, but without success.28 For his part, bin laden used Sudan as his training 

base and staging area to send mujahideen secretly to various hotspots includ-

ing Somalia, Kenya, yemen, Bosnia, egypt, libya, and Tajikistan.29 although 

not known at the time, it was al Qaeda members who taught Somali fighters 

how to shoot down american helicopters in october 1993 in Mogadishu using 

rocket-propelled grenades.30 In the ensuing fighting and the attempted rescue 

of downed helicopter pilots, eighteen american soldiers were killed, and Presi-

dent Clinton ordered the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Somalia in early 199.

 on February 26, 1993, a car bomb detonated in the parking garage of the 

world Trade Center in new york killing six people and injuring more than one 

thousand. Significantly, this was the first Islamic terrorist attack on american 

territory. ramzi yousef, a Pakistani citizen who had trained in an al Qaeda camp 

in afghanistan, was identified as the leader of the operation, and three others 

assisted him. all four were associated with the al Kifah Center in Brooklyn, 

which was funded by and affiliated with the Mahktab al-Khadamet, the organi-

zation founded by abdullah azzam and supported by osama bin laden. rich-
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ard Clarke, the former national Security Council counterterrorism coordina-

tor, contends that the bombing was an al Qaeda operation and that yousef had 

communicated with bin laden from new york.31 although some question the 

degree of involvement of bin laden and al Qaeda in the 1993 world Trade Cen-

ter bombing, attention was nevertheless focused on bin laden.32 The Saudi gov-

ernment took away bin laden’s Saudi citizenship in March 199 and pressured 

the bin laden family construction company to reduce its payments to osama. 

For its part, the U.S. government responded with a law enforcement approach; 

according to the 9/11 Commission, “legal processes were the primary method 

for responding to these early manifestations of a new type of terrorism.”33

 In June 199, there was an unsuccessful assassination attempt on egyptian 

President Hosni Mubarak during an official visit to addis ababa, ethiopia. 

Investigators concluded that the plotters came from and were supported by 

Sudan, and this conclusion galvanized egypt and the United States to pressure 

Saudi arabia to have Sudanese leader al-Turabi expel bin laden from his coun-

try. In May or June of 1996, bin laden, Zawahiri, his family, and supporters 

went to afghanistan and settled south of Jalalabad in the Tora Bora mountains 

where the mujahideen, with bin laden’s financial help, had built an extensive 

series of tunnels during the Soviet-afghan war. Several months after bin laden 

returned to afghanistan, the Taliban took over Kabul, establishing their control 

of most of the country. although relations between bin laden and the Taliban 

were not always friendly or close, each had reason to support the other. Both 

were radical, salafi Sunnis, and for bin laden, the Taliban provided a sanctu-

ary where he could train young Muslims for jihad; for the Taliban, bin laden 

provided financial support, estimated to be $10 to $20 million per year, and 

the prestige of hosting and supporting someone who was becoming one of the 

most influential radical Muslim leaders in the world.34 as an undated national 

Security Council (nSC) memo put it, “Under the Taliban, afghanistan is not so 

much a state sponsor of terrorism as it is a state sponsored by terrorists.”35

 It is curious that the otherwise retrogressive leaders of radical Islamic move-

ments recognized and capitalized on the capabilities of modern mass commu-

nications technologies. For example, during his fifteen years of exile from Iran, 

the ayatollah Khomeini, who seemed to want to drag Iran back into the four-

teenth century, recorded and secretly distributed into Iran cassette tapes of his 

fiery, anti-Shah sermons, building support for his perspective and, ultimately, 

his return to Iran. Technology marched on, and radical Islamists were quick to 

recognize its potential for spreading their ideology. For several years prior to his 
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forced exile from Sudan, osama bin laden wrote a series of articles on a wide 

range of topics. an organization founded and supported by osama in london 

in July 199, the Committee for advice and reform, faxed osama’s statements 

throughout the world, but focused primarily on Saudi arabia, the Gulf, and 

international media groups.36 Ironically, this use of fax machines resembled the 

way in which young Chinese reformers communicated prior to and during the 

Tiananmen crisis of 1989, but, of course, they were striving for greater freedom, 

while the terrorists called for jihad. In the 1990s, terrorists were quick to recog-

nize the advantages that the internet offered to them. as the 9/11 Commission 

noted in its report, “The emergence of the world wide web has given terrorists 

a much easier means of acquiring information and exercising command and 

control over their operations.”37 Bin laden effectively and strategically utilized 

the internet as a recruiting tool, to disseminate propaganda, and to promulgate 

his pronouncements and diatribes against the U.S. and its allies.

 Bin laden has stated that jihad is “an individual duty” for every Muslim 

who is able to go to war, and al Qaeda ranks jihad as second only to iman 

(belief) among the five pillars of Islam.38 on august 23, 1996, bin laden issued 

a declaration of war against the United States, a call for violent jihad against 

americans, and the overthrow of the Saudi regime. In bin laden’s view, “[T]he 

greatest disaster to befall Muslims since the death of the Prophet [is] the oc-

cupation of Saudi arabia, the cornerstone of the Islamic world.”39 Bin laden 

focused particular attention on the U.S. and its citizens: “Killing the americans 

and their allies—civilian and military—is an individual duty for every Muslim 

who can carry it out in any country where it proves possible, in order to liber-

ate the al-aqsa Mosque and the holy sanctuary [Mecca] from their grip, and 

to the point where their armies leave all Muslim territory, defeated and un-

able to threaten any Muslim.”40 In calling for the killing of civilians, bin laden 

negated centuries-old Islamic and Christian conceptions of just war prohibit-

ing the murder of innocent civilians.41 at the conclusion of his statement, bin 

laden issued a clarion call: “I say to our Muslim brothers across the world: 

your brothers in Saudi arabia and Palestine are calling for your help and asking 

you to share with them in the jihad against the enemies of God, your enemies 

the Israelis and americans. They are asking you to defy them in whatever way 

you possibly can, so as to expel them in defeat and humiliation from the holy 

places of Islam . . . . Cavalry of Islam, be mounted!”42

 Bin laden’s “cavalry” dramatically responded to his order on august 7, 1998, 

when members of al Qaeda simultaneously attacked the american embassies in 
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Tanzania and Kenya, killing eleven in Dar es Salaam and 213 in nairobi; of the 

killed, twelve were americans. an additional estimated ,000 were wounded in 

the two attacks, which served as a wake-up call for the U.S. government. These 

attacks were devastatingly impressive and sophisticated, carried out nearly si-

multaneously though separated by hundreds of miles. after the african em-

bassy attacks, it was clear that al Qaeda had both the capability and intention 

to implement bin laden’s call for action against the United States. according to 

Professor Fawaz Gerges, “The embassy bombings marked a turning point for 

bin laden and his associates and greatly advanced their cause.”43 In response to 

the embassy attacks, the United States launched thirteen cruise missiles against 

a pharmaceutical plant in Sudan that was suspected of producing biological 

weapons and sixty-six missiles against al Qaeda training camps in afghanistan. 

In addition, the U.S. placed a $3 million bounty on bin laden, who responded by 

placing a $3 million bounty on any CIa officer brought to him alive or dead.44

 even after the bombings of the embassies, al Qaeda had been responsible 

for fewer than fifty american deaths; however, it was becoming clear that a 

new type of terrorism was emerging. long-time ranD Corporation terrorism 

expert Brian Jenkins pointed out in 197, “Terrorists want a lot of people watch-

ing and listening and not a lot of people dead . . . . Terrorism is theater.”45 after 

the african embassy bombings, nSC counterterrorism staff members Daniel 

Benjamin and Steven Simon amended Jenkins’ canonical statement contending 

that contemporary terrorists “want a lot of people watching and a lot of people 

dead.”46 In fact, a “new terrorism” was emerging that was: (1) increasingly net-

worked, (2) more diversely motivated, (3) more global in reach, () more lethal, 

and () increasingly targeted at americans, including civilians.47 Table .1 shows 

a chronology of attempted and actual al Qaeda terrorist acts between 1992 and 

2010.

 as the 1990s went on, there were other changes in the nature and charac-

ter of terrorism, and over time several different types of terrorists could be 

identified. The first group of terrorists in the contemporary era emerged from 

the afghan war and consisted of mujahideen veterans. They were professional, 

disciplined, experienced, and ideological, and osama bin laden was their prin-

cipal leader and spokesman. a second group of terrorists was less organized 

and trained and engaged in criminality as their preferred modus operandi. The 

would-be “millennium bomber” of los angeles International airport, ahmed 

ressam, was characteristic of this group. The third type of terrorists consisted 

of amateurs, what counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen has called “acci-
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dental guerillas.”48 These consisted of locals who were not trained and who for 

reasons of tribal or clan loyalty or money became involved in terrorism.

 Since the days of Theodore roosevelt’s “Great white Fleet,” american naval 

ships have been used to “show the flag,” to establish presence, and to protect 

the sea lanes of communication and commerce. In keeping with these classical 

missions, american leaders have ordered ships to visit ports around the world. 

In January 2000, a U.S. destroyer, the USS The Sullivans, made a port visit to 

aden, yemen. a member of al Qaeda attempted to blow up the ship but was 

   . 1

Chronology of al Qaeda attempted and actual Terrorist acts, 1992–2010

Date event
U.S. as 
target? Killed wounded

12/29/92 Bombing of two hotels in aden, yemen yes 2
2/93 world Trade Center bomb yes 6 1,000
10/93 Mogadishu, Somalia yes 18 73
12/11/94 attempted bombing of Philippine airliner no 1
11/13/95 Car bomb exploded outside Saudi national 

Guard office
yes 7 60

6/96 al-Khobar towers (Hezbollah and al-Qaeda?) yes 19 372
11/97 Tourists in luxor, egypt ? 62
8/7/98 U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania yes 224 5,500
10/00 USS Cole yes 17 30
9/11/01 Pentagon and airliner yes 189 106
9/11/01 world Trade Center yes 3,065
9/11/01 United airlines yes 92
11/22/01 attempted bombing of airliner with “shoe 

bomb”
yes 0

4/11/02 Synagogue in Djerba, Tunisia bombed no 17
7/14/02 Car bomb, U.S. consulate, Karachi, Pakistan yes 11 45
10/6/02 French-registered tanker sailing off the coast of 

yemen is damaged
no 0

10/12/02 Three bombs exploded in Bali, Indonesia 
(Jemaah Islamiyah responsible)

no 202 1,500

11/28/02 Bombing of Hotel Mombassa, Kenya no 13
5/12/03 Car bombs in riyadh, Saudi arabia no 34
8/13/03 Car bomb, Jakarta, Indonesia no 13 149
3/11/04 Madrid trains (Moroccan Islamic Combatant 

Group)
no 191 1,400

10/1/05 Bombing in Bali, Indonesia no 20 100
11/26/08 attacks in Mumbai, India (lashkar e-Tayba) no 163
8/28/09 Suicide bomber attempted to kill Saudi 

counterterrorism director
no 0

7/16/09 Two hotels bombed in Jakarta (Jemaah Islamiyah 
responsible)

? 9 50

12/25/09 attempted blowing up of U.S. airliner yes 0 0

Source: Compiled by the author from various sources.
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unsuccessful. nine months later, another U.S. ship, the USS Cole (a 0-foot ar-

leigh Burke class destroyer) made a port visit and was approached by a launch 

carrying two people who benignly waved to the american sailors on the deck. 

Then the launch turned suddenly toward the middle of the Cole and detonated 

a large explosion that ripped a hole twenty feet high and forty feet wide in the 

ship. Seventeen sailors were killed and forty were wounded, and it was only 

because of the heroic actions of the ship’s crew that it did not sink. The attack 

on the Cole was a significant indicator of al Qaeda’s modus operandi; namely, 

that it returned to try and succeed at previous, unsuccessful operations. But 

this was not recognized as a pattern following the attacks on The Sullivans and 

the Cole. If american intelligence officials had recognized such a pattern, they 

would have been more attuned to al Qaeda’s interest in returning to the world 

Trade Center following the failed 1993 operation.

 Dating back to 1998, several actual and attempted terrorist attacks galva-

nized american officials’ attention on the need to address directly the threat 

from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorists: the attacks on the U.S. embassies in Tan-

zania and Kenya, the attempted attack on the USS The Sullivans, the abortive 

millennium attacks and particularly ahmed ressam’s failed attack on los an-

geles International airport, and the bombing of the USS Cole. The question, of 

course, was how the United States should go about dealing with al Qaeda. The 

cruise missile attacks on Iraq following the unsuccessful assassination attempt 

on George H. w. Bush and on Sudan and afghanistan following the embassy 

bombings had not stopped or even slowed down the terrorists. In addition, 

President Clinton and his key national security advisers wanted actionable in-

telligence before ordering another cruise missile attack or other actions against 

bin laden. as Clinton’s national security advisor, Samuel Berger, testified to a 

congressional inquiry in 2002:

Unfortunately, after august 1998, we never again had actionable intelligence in-

formation reliable enough to warrant another attack against Bin laden or his key 

lieutenants. If we had, President Clinton would have given the order. The President 

ordered two submarines loaded with cruise missiles on perpetual deployment off 

the coast of Pakistan for that very purpose. we also were engaged in a number of 

covert efforts I cannot discuss in this unclassified format.49

In the fall of 2000, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Henry Shel-

ton ordered the preparation of a paper outlining twelve or thirteen options 

for employing military force against bin laden, including several “boots on 

the ground” options.50 General Shelton indicated that these options could be 



History 

82

implemented “very quickly,” but that they depended on intelligence agencies 

providing reliable actionable intelligence. nSC counterterrorism advisor rich-

ard C. Clarke recalled, “[T]he overwhelming message to the white House from 

the uniformed military leadership was ‘we don’t want to do this’ . . . . The mili-

tary repeatedly came back with recommendations that their capability not be 

utilized for commando operations in afghanistan.”51 General Shelton believed 

that a large military force would be necessary to conduct effective operations 

against al Qaeda in afghanistan, and he was skeptical about rumsfeld’s ideas 

about “transformation.” In addition, he had disagreed with rumsfeld, who had 

wanted to abolish the JCS’ legislative liaison and public affairs offices. when 

Shelton retired at the end of September, the option to send U.S. military forces 

into afghanistan was dead in the water.

 The military’s hesitance to send troops to afghanistan opened the door to 

the CIa to develop a plan for dealing with bin laden in afghanistan, and there 

were no great options; each had a number of negatives, confronting the CIa 

with a classic dilemma. after discussion of a number of options, CIa planners 

focused on the possibility of working with ahmed Shah Massoud, the charis-

matic, Tajik leader of the northern alliance.

ahmed Shah Massoud: The lion of Panjshir

 according to Gary Schroen, the CIa operative who had dealt with afghan 

leaders since the end of the Soviet-afghan war, “[T]he only serious military 

opposition to the Taliban rested in ahmed Shah Massoud and his northern 

alliance forces.”52 The Taliban were composed of Pashtuns, and they were op-

posed by the non-Pashtun forces of the northern alliance that consisted of 

Massoud’s Tajik troops, General rashid Dostum’s Uzbek forces, Herat’s Ismael 

Khan, and Hazara commanders of central afghanistan. richard Clarke sup-

ported Massoud and indicated his reason for doing so: “If Massoud posed a 

serious threat to the Taliban, bin laden would have to devote his arms and men 

to fight against the northern alliance rather than fighting us.”53

 How did ahmad Shah Massoud become the afghan leader that the CIa and 

Clarke looked to? Born in 192 or 193 in Jangalak, a town in the Panjshir Val-

ley about sixty miles north of Kabul, Massoud was the son of a colonel in the 

military of King Zahir Shah. He attended a French-sponsored school, the lycee 

Istiqlal, where Massoud learned French and did well enough academically to 

win a scholarship to study in France. Massoud turned down the scholarship 
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offer and applied for afghanistan’s military academy but was turned down.54 

Instead, he attended the Soviet-sponsored Kabul Polytechnic Institute, where 

he came into contact with radical Islamists who were connected to the Muslim 

Brotherhood in egypt. These included Burhanuddin rabbani, abdurrab rasul 

Sayyaf, and others who had studied in egypt, picked up the radical, Islamist 

ideas of the Brotherhood, and returned to afghanistan. In 1973 this group 

founded the Muslim youth organization, which was dedicated to the revolu-

tionary ideas of Sayyid Qutb. In July 1973, the group attempted to seize power, 

and when the coup failed, fled to Pakistan to seek sanctuary. The Pakistan gov-

ernment welcomed them and provided military training for the afghan exiles 

and their followers.55 according to later Soviet intelligence reports on Massoud, 

in 197–7 he was further trained in guerilla warfare tactics in egypt and leba-

non, where “he took part in combat operations and committed terrorist acts in 

armed Palestinian groups.”56 There were also reports that Massoud participated 

in an uprising in the Panjshir district in June 197. Massoud was both a man of 

action and of theory; he read and studied the works on guerilla warfare written 

by Mao Zedong, Che Guevara, and French revolutionary theorist regis Deb-

ray. He was also devoutly religious; as journalist ahmed rashid noted, “ahmad 

Shah Masud leads breaks from directing a battle to pray and then goes into a 

deep spiritual silence as booming guns and wireless chatter fill the air.”57

 Between 197 and 1978, Massoud went back and forth between Pakistan and 

afghanistan, but in 1978, he returned to his home in the Panjshir Valley with 

twenty to thirty supporters, seventeen rifles, the equivalent of $130 in cash, and 

a letter requesting that the local population declare holy war against the Soviet-

backed government.58 But Massoud came with more: a charismatic personal-

ity and commitment to his country. according to Soviet intelligence analysts, 

“[He] has proved this to everyone: he is a strong-willed and energetic person 

who displays persistence and purposefulness in achieving set tasks.”59

 once the Soviet Union invaded and occupied afghanistan in December 

1979, Massoud’s “set task” became the defeat of what he viewed as infidel, for-

eign occupiers. By almost all accounts, Massoud was the most talented muja-

hideen military leader. In october 1986, robert Gates, then deputy of the CIa, 

characterized Massoud as “the very effective Mujahedin commander.”60 nSC 

staff members Daniel Benjamin and Steven Simon called Massoud “a superb 

general” and a “legendary battlefield commander.”61 Some contended that 

Massoud’s ultimate ambition was to become king of afghanistan.62 Pulitzer 

Prize–winning journalist lawrence wright called Massoud “one of the most 
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talented guerilla leaders of the twentieth century.”63 even osama bin laden’s 

mentor and adviser, abdullah azzam, called Massoud “the most brilliant leader 

in afghanistan,”64 a compliment that may have been one reason that azzam 

was assassinated.65

 Despite these laudatory views of Massoud, there were other critical reports. 

although he was later lionized following his assassination, there were, in fact, 

a number of problems in working with and supporting Massoud. as richard 

Clarke noted, “[He] had sold opium, abused human rights, and had killed civil-

ians.”66 Massoud had raised money by smuggling both gems and drugs.67 Mas-

soud had also accepted support from Pakistan, India, and Iran. In fact, there 

were reports that Iran’s notorious Ministry of Intelligence and Security helped 

Massoud because Shia Iran was strongly opposed to the Sunni Taliban.68

 once the Soviets departed afghanistan in 1989, the surface unity of the mu-

jahideen exploded into civil war, and from 1992 until the Taliban took over 

afghanistan in 1996, Massoud fought the forces of the Taliban, Hekmatyar, and 

Dostum. There was, however, little doubt in Massoud’s mind who posed the 

principal threat. In october 1998, in testimony to the Senate Foreign relations 

Committee, Massoud warned:

This is a crucial and unique moment in the history of afghanistan and the world, 

a time when afghanistan has crossed yet another threshold and is entering a new 

state of struggle and resistance for its survival as a free nation and independent 

state . . . . Today, the world clearly sees and feels the results of such misguided and 

evil deeds. South asia is in turmoil, some countries on the brink of war. Illegal drug 

production, terrorist activities, and planning are on the rise. ethnic and religiously 

motivated mass murders and forced displacements are taking place, and the most 

basic human and women’s rights are shamelessly violated. Fanatics, extremists, 

terrorists, mercenaries, and drug Mafias have gradually occupied the country. one 

faction, the Taliban, which by no means rightly represents Islam, afghanistan or 

our centuries-old cultural heritage, has, with direct foreign assistance, exacerbated 

this explosive situation.69

By 1998, despite the reports of drug dealing, gem smuggling, human rights 

abuses, and his dealings with Iran, the United States turned to Massoud almost 

by default. as ahmed rashid has written, “Masud was making a momentous 

transition from being a parochial local leader, often intolerant and sometimes 

ruthless, to becoming the most important national leader of the country.”70 In 

December 1999, Massoud offered to stage an attack against bin laden’s terrorist 

training camp at Drunta, but the U.S. government declined.71 It may be that 
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osama bin laden learned of Massoud’s offer; whether or not that is the case, 

bin laden considered Massoud a threat to al Qaeda and himself.

 on September 9, 2001, two members of al Qaeda posing as Belgian journal-

ists were granted an interview with Massoud at his camp close to the border 

with Tajikistan. They set up their cameras, which, in fact, were filled with ex-

plosives. They started to ask questions, then shouting “Allah Akbar” detonated 

their explosives, killing themselves, the lion of Panjshir, one of his assistants, 

and the best hope for the future of afghanistan.

September 11, 2001: another Day That will live in Infamy

 americans who were old enough to understand what happened will never 

forget September 11, 2001, for it will live on in their memories, like the Japanese 

attack on Pearl Harbor for an earlier generation, as another “day that will live 

in infamy.” allow me to add a personal account. on September 9, 2001, I flew 

to Switzerland in order to attend the annual meeting of the International In-

stitute of Strategic Studies (IISS) that was scheduled to meet in Geneva. The 

focus of the conference was to be economic factors of international security, 

and respected analysts of this topic were scheduled to speak. My wife accom-

panied me for several days of relaxing and hiking before the conference began. 

on September 11, we had gone for a long hike on a glacier outside the Swiss 

village of wengen, and when we returned to our pension, I asked the desk clerk 

for the key to our room. She looked agitated and upset and asked me, “aren’t 

you american?” I replied that I was, and she said, “Something terrible has hap-

pened in your country.” Having lived through the assassinations of John Ken-

nedy, Martin luther King, Jr., and robert Kennedy in the 1960s, I immediately 

thought that the president had been killed. I asked the clerk what had hap-

pened, and she could only point to the television in the lounge and say, “you 

must see for yourself.” My wife and I went to the lounge and watched a replay 

of the first airplane crashing into the first world Trade Center Tower. we were 

horrified and then doubly so as we watched in real time as the second plane 

crash into the second tower. a flood of questions came into my mind: who 

would do this? why? How many were killed? would there be other attacks?

 all commercial and general aviation flights in and out of the United States 

were grounded, approximately ,00 flights; the United States had essentially 

declared an embargo of itself. My fellow IISS conferees and I were stranded 

in Geneva, but included among them were some of the foremost experts in 
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the world on international security and terrorism. The conference organiz-

ers quickly and adeptly reorganized the conference to focus on “The Strategic 

Implications of Terror in the Information age.” The French chairman of the 

conference, Francois Heisbourg, quoted Le Monde’s headline of September 12: 

“we are all americans” and noted that the day after the attacks, the mem-

bers of the north atlantic Treaty organization approved action under article 

V of the naTo Treaty to come to the aid of a fellow member that has been 

attacked.72 Heisbourg also noted that the attacks were not a crime, but rather 

an act of war, and that in war, the rules changed. James rubin noted that the 

attacks did not represent a “clash of civilizations,” but rather represented “a 

war of civilization versus the enemies of civilization.” Prophetically, lawrence 

Freedman noted that in Vietnam there was a tension between “winning hearts 

and minds,” the acceptance and implementation of a counterinsurgency strat-

egy, and “search and destroy,” the execution of a classical military strategy of 

destroying the enemy. Former nSC staff members Daniel Benjamin and Steven 

Simon commented, “a great nation will never—must never—leave its dead un-

answered.”73

 How had these tragic events come to pass? at 7:9 a.m., american airlines 

flight 11 took off from Boston bound for los angeles, and twenty minutes 

later a flight attendant informed american airlines that the plane had been 

hijacked.74 at 8:6, the plane crashed into the north Tower of the world Trade 

Center in new york City. Seventeen minutes later United airlines flight 17, 

also bound for los angeles, struck the South Tower of the Trade Center. at 

9:37, american airlines flight 77 crashed into the headquarters of the american 

military, the Pentagon, in washington, DC, flying at an estimated speed of 30 

miles per hour. at 8:2, United airlines flight 93 took off from newark, new 

Jersey, bound for San Francisco. It was hijacked forty-six minutes later at 9:28. 

Passengers and the flight crew began a series of calls on GTe airphones and cell 

phones, and at least ten of them shared information with family, friends, and 

officials on the ground. They learned of the attacks on the world Trade Center 

and decided to revolt against the hijackers. at the cost of their lives, the passen-

gers stormed the cockpit and caused the hijackers to crash the plane outside of 

Shanksville, Pennsylvania. The 9/11 Commission concluded, “we are sure that 

the nation owes a debt to the passengers of United 93. Their actions saved the 

lives of countless others, and may have saved either the Capitol or the white 

House from destruction.”75

 at the time of the hijackings, President Bush was in Sarasota, Florida, visit-
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ing the emma e. Booker elementary School in order to talk with the children 

about education and to read to them. at 9:00 a.m., one of the president’s advis-

ers informed him that a small, two-engine plane had crashed into the world 

Trade Center. at 9:0, the president’s chief of staff, andrew Card, whispered 

to him, “a second plane hit the second tower. america is under attack.” In the 

film footage of the president in the classroom, he looked stunned; he later told 

the 9/11 Commission that he wanted to project a calm demeanor. The president 

stayed with the children another five or six minutes and then went to a holding 

room where he watched the television coverage and was briefed by staff. The 

next day, he said, “The deliberate and deadly attacks which were carried out 

yesterday against our country were more than acts of terror. They were acts of 

war.”76 George w. Bush’s appointment with history had tragically and devastat-

ingly arrived. when Harry S. Truman learned that Franklin Delano roosevelt 

had died on april 12, 19, he told the press, “I felt like the moon, the stars, and 

all the planets had fallen on me.” on September 11, 2001, George w. Bush prob-

ably had similar feelings.

	 The attacks had a deep and profound effect on Bush. on the night of the 

attacks, he dictated to his diary, “The Pearl Harbor of the 21st century took 

place today.”77 Soon after 9/11, Bush told his attorney general, John ashcroft, 

“Don’t ever let this happen again.”78 Concerning his response to 9/11, Bush told 

an associate, “This is what I was put on earth for.”79 respected political scientist 

robert Jervis has observed, “There is reason to believe that just as his coming 

to Christ gave meaning to his previously aimless and dissolute personal life, so 

the war on terrorism has become, not only the defining character of his foreign 

policy, but also his sacred mission.”80 Bush’s sense of mission was consistently 

reflected in his statements throughout his presidency; for example, in his 200 

State of the Union address, he concluded, “The cause we serve is right, because 

it is the cause of all mankind. The momentum of freedom in our world is un-

mistakable—and it is not carried forward by our power alone. we can trust in 

that greater power who guides the unfolding of the years. and in all that is to 

come, we can know that His purposes are just and true.”81

 Key to that mission was the identifying and bringing to justice those who 

had perpetrated the attacks against the United States. To his credit, the presi-

dent ordered that the available evidence be examined thoroughly and carefully, 

and this required time and effort. In addition, the president was anxious to 

make sure that americans would not consider the conflict to be one between 

the west and Islam. while Bush urged toleration toward Muslims, he posed two 
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stark alternatives: “every nation in every region now has a decision to make. ei-

ther you are with us or you are with the terrorists.”82

 Part of the reason for this dichotomous view was Bush’s conviction that the 

terrorists represented evil in the world, and the mission of the United States 

was, as President Bush asserted at a memorial service at the national Cathedral 

on September 1, 2001, “to answer these attacks and rid the world of evil.”83 

Two days later, the president repeated this theme: “My administration has a 

job to do . . . . we will rid the world of the evildoers.”84 one week after the 9/11 

attacks, the president returned to his theme of evil; in a news conference of 

September 16, he said, “This is a new kind of—a new kind of evil. and we un-

derstand. and the american people are beginning to understand. This crusade, 

this war on terrorism is going to take a while.”85 Bush’s reference to a “cru-

sade” was translated into arabic as a “war of the cross” and resonated deeply 

and negatively throughout the arab world, and the president had to amend his 

language quickly. The “crusade” against terrorism became the “war on terror,” 

even though this was a declaration of war against a tactic rather than a tangible 

enemy, as a number of observers noted.

 President Bush also realized that, contrary to the orientation of his adminis-

tration during its first year in office, the war against terrorism could not be uni-

lateral; it would require the support of as many other countries as possible. as 

CIa Director George Tenet noted, “[y]ou cannot fight terrorism alone. There 

were clear limitations to what we could do without the help of like-minded 

governments.”86

 The traditional, like-minded allies of the United States were quick to of-

fer their condolences and assistance. The north atlantic Treaty organization 

invoked article V of the naTo Treaty for the first time in its history and com-

mitted seven airborne-warning aircraft to patrol the skies over the U.S. with 

european pilots and crews.

 In this new age of terrorism, “like-minded” was redefined, and that became 

clear with the first call from a foreign leader to express his condolences and of-

fer his nation’s help; the call came from former Soviet KGB officer and russian 

President Vladimir Putin. The help that russia gave to the U.S. was valuable, 

tangible, and significant. no country had more knowledge of afghanistan than 

russia, which had waged a costly, nine-year campaign there. russia provided 

the U.S. with valuable intelligence concerning the geography, culture, and so-

cial structure of afghanistan. This provided a dramatic example of the ways 

that things had changed since the cold war and even the post–cold war period.



 The Development of Terrorism, 99–

89

 “like-minded,” as it turned out, was not restricted to western allies or even 

recent competitors of the United States. In this new war on terrorism, the 

american government accepted help from whatever sources were judged to be 

valuable. one of the most dramatic collaborators was Syria, one of the seven 

countries that the U.S. government had officially identified as a state sponsor of 

terrorism.

 after several weeks of collecting and analyzing the evidence, the U.S. govern-

ment identified al Qaeda, the terrorist group founded and headed by osama 

bin laden, as responsible for the attacks on the United States and demanded 

that the Taliban government in afghanistan close al Qaeda’s terrorist train-

ing camps and hand over bin laden to the U.S. when confronted with these 

demands, the Taliban leader of afghanistan, Mullah omar, refused, saying, “I 

will not hand over a Muslim to an infidel.”87 on october 7, 2001, almost exactly 

four weeks after the 9/11 attacks on the U.S., 26 Special Forces soldiers and 

CIa operatives in coordination with members of the afghan northern alliance 

attacked and destroyed the al Qaeda training camps and overthrew the Taliban 

government within a matter of days. This remarkable feat indicated that the 

“revolution in military affairs” that incorporated high-tech advances was very 

real and not just a hypothetical idea in the mind of a visionary general or sec-

retary of defense. To rumsfeld, the U.S. success vindicated his ideas about the 

application of the revolution in military affairs.

 The apparent american success in afghanistan also demonstrated that in 

this new war on terror, the best defense was a good offense. To the Bush admin-

istration, the U.S. should not simply sit back and wait for a second major attack 

on the U.S. homeland; rather, it should take the war to the other side. But there 

were limits to success in this new type of war. Despite its success in destroying 

al Qaeda bases in afghanistan and overthrowing the Taliban government, the 

United States failed to find or kill osama bin laden and Mullah omar. The 

U.S. intensively bombed the Tora Bora area in the afghan and Pakistani border 

region, but to no avail; the two most wanted fugitives in the world remained at 

large.

	 The war against terrorism could not, however, only be played as an “away 

game.” The terrorists had already devastatingly struck the homeland of the 

United States, and measures had to be taken domestically as well as interna-

tionally to prevent another attack. Throughout the history of politics, there 

has been a tradeoff between freedom and security. absolute freedom, as the 

Founding Fathers of the United States recognized, would be anarchy, and ab-
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solute security could represent safety, but not the kind of life anyone would 

choose. For example, a prisoner in solitary confinement in a maximum-secu-

rity prison is about as close as someone can get to absolute security, but no one 

would choose to be in that position. In the post-9/11 world, the U.S. moved 

away from the pole of freedom toward the pole of greater security with greater 

surveillance and a lessening of rights of privacy, all in the name of “national 

security.”

 even before 9/11, american officials recognized the threat posed by osama 

bin laden. In october 2001, Bill Clinton recalled, “you replay everything in 

your mind, and you ask, ‘was there anything else that could have been done?’ I 

tried to take Mr. Bin laden out of the picture for the last four years-plus I was 

in office . . . . I don’t think I was either stupid or inattentive, so he is a formi-

dable adversary.”88 Following the attacks of September 11, the full capabilities 

of the U.S. government were focused on capturing or killing bin laden and 

his close associates, and yet, despite the awesome power of the United States, 

this goal was not achieved as of the writing of this book. The success of al 

Qaeda and the failure of the U.S. to hunt down bin laden and Mullah omar 

illustrated the challenges of dealing with a new kind of enemy in an unfamiliar 

environment.
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6 the Bush Doctrine

The makers of american foreign policy can, broadly speaking, be characterized 

as primarily long-range conceptual thinkers or ad hoc problem solvers. wood-

row wilson, the only president in american history to have earned a Ph.D., con-

ceived of a new way of managing power in international relations, calling for 

the replacement of the balance of power system by a collective security system 

overseen by a new international organization, the league of nations. Building 

in part on wilson’s grand design for world order, Franklin roosevelt reintro-

duced the idea of collective security, but supported by the five victorious allies 

of world war II on a permanent Security Council; each of these powers would 

have the right to veto any proposal coming before the Council.1 In more recent 

decades, political scientists Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski attempted 

to introduce different conceptual frameworks for dealing with the international 

relations of the United States.2

 In contrast to the attempt to develop and implement grand, conceptual designs 

for american foreign policy, other U.S. policymakers adopted an ad hoc approach 

to deal with problems as they arose. This approach was characteristic of a lawyer-

like approach to dealing with problems, and can be seen in the way that attorneys 

who became secretaries of state—Dean acheson, John Foster Dulles, Cyrus Vance, 

warren Christopher, and Hillary Clinton—approached their job. This approach 

was task-oriented and designed to deal with problems on a case-by-case basis. 

Those who had served in the military or government often adopted this approach, 

as is evident in the way that alexander Haig, lawrence eagleburger, and Colin 

Powell dealt with issues while serving as secretary of state.

 once confronted with the existential threat to the United States by terrorists 

on September 11, 2001, President George w. Bush and his advisers had to decide 

how best to deal with this new threat. Before discussing their approach, it is 

important to review their background and experience.
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George w. Bush and the 2000 Presidential election

 George w. Bush was born to a political family; his grandfather was a U.S. 

senator from Connecticut, and his father served with distinction in a number 

of foreign policy positions, as vice president under ronald reagan for eight 

years, and then as the forty-first president of the United States. Journalist Ja-

cob weisberg contends, “nearly everything he [George w. Bush] did in his 

youth represented an attempt to emulate his beloved, successful father—with 

unimpressive and sometimes farcical results.”3 During his education at Phil-

lips andover academy and at yale University, George w. Bush demonstrated 

little interest or even curiosity in academics.4 later interlocutors had similar 

impressions; after interviewing Bush several times, weisberg noted, “I found 

him incurious and intellectually lazy.”5 In addition, his professors and fellow 

students at yale recall little about any interest or involvement in the preeminent 

foreign policy issue of the sixties, the Vietnam war. Following graduation from 

college, Bush had little direction in his life. Facing the prospect of being drafted 

for military service, he joined the Texas air national Guard with the help of his 

father’s friends. This position meant that he never saw combat, and his record 

in the military was spotty; according to the records that exist, he missed a num-

ber of his reserve meetings and obligations.6

 By his own admission, Bush developed a drinking problem, and in his 

memoirs, he recalled a dinner with his parents and family at their house in 

Kennebunkport, Maine, when after heavy drinking, he asked a female guest 

“So, what is sex like after fifty?”7 laura Bush encouraged her husband to give 

up alcohol, which he did following his fortieth birthday. with financial support 

from family members and friends, he entered the oil business, but he did not 

make the fortune for which he was hoping. with the $7 million investment 

of a number of personal and family friends, Bush then purchased the Texas 

rangers baseball team using $600,000 of his own money. The city of arlington, 

Texas, committed $13 million to building the rangers a new stadium, which 

increased the value of the team significantly, and in 1998, Bush was able to sell 

his interest in the rangers for $1 million, a profit of twenty-five times his ini-

tial investment.8

 The only political office that George w. Bush held before becoming presi-

dent was governor of Texas. In the early days of the american republic, service 

as secretary of state was common for american presidents; Thomas Jefferson, 

James Madison, James Monroe, John Quincy adams, and Martin Van Buren all 
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served in this capacity. In recent years, service as the governor of a state has be-

come the most common road to the presidency: four of the past six presidents 

(Carter, reagan, Clinton, and George w. Bush) served as governors prior to 

becoming president. However, in contrast to other recent governors-become-

president, George w. Bush did not seem to have the interest in or knowledge 

of foreign policy that Carter, Clinton, or George H. w. Bush demonstrated. 

In terms of foreign policy interest and experience, ironically, the resume of al 

Gore, the Democratic candidate in the 2000 presidential election, more closely 

resembled that of George H. w. Bush than did the resume of George w. Bush.

 During the 2000 presidential campaign, Bush said that his priorities were 

“laura Bush, Jesus Christ and working out”—that is, his spouse, his religion, 

and his health. while pundits had a field day with this quotation, it is reveal-

ing. Bush valued his health and regularly exercised, sometimes twice a day. In 

addition, Bush is very close to his wife and credits her with saving him from 

alcoholism. He is a devout, born-again Christian, and his religious beliefs con-

tributed to a sense of mission and calling.9 He told journalist Bob woodward, 

“I’m here for a reason,”10 and, “I get guidance from God in prayer.”11 In a meet-

ing with amish farmers in lancaster County, Pennsylvania, Bush reportedly 

told them, “I trust God speaks through me.”12 Bush’s religious views affected 

his policy preferences; for example, he noted, “I do believe there is an almighty, 

and I believe a gift of that almighty to all is freedom. and I will tell you that is a 

principle that no one can convince me that doesn’t exist.”13 The president’s pol-

icy of promoting democracy was, then, derived from his strongly held religious 

beliefs. according to Christian writer and editor Jim wallis, “when I was first 

with Bush in austin, what I saw was a self-help Methodist, very open, seeking 

. . . . what I started to see . . . [after the 9/11 attacks was] a messianic american 

Calvinist. He doesn’t want to hear from anyone who doubts him.”14

 as in most presidential contests, foreign policy issues did not play a central 

role in the 2000 election. The republican Party platform emphasized the “need 

to transform america’s defense capabilities for the information age” and the need 

to develop defenses against a missile attack on the United States.15 During the 

campaign, Bush noted, “The cold-war era is history. our nation must recognize 

new threats, not fixate on old ones.”16 Included in these “new threats” were the 

threat of missile attacks against the U.S. and the emergence of China as a power 

to be reckoned with. Bush indicated that he would treat China more like a rival 

than a strategic partner and that he would give more support to Taiwan.17

 George w. Bush chose a young political science professor, Condoleezza rice, 
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as his chief foreign policy adviser for the 2000 presidential campaign. rice 

earned her undergraduate and doctoral degrees in political science at the Uni-

versity of Denver and a master’s degree at notre Dame. at Denver, she studied 

with Josef Korbel, a Czech émigré and the father of Madeleine albright. af-

ter completing her doctorate, rice won a postdoctoral fellowship at Stanford 

where she was appointed assistant professor. In 198, General Brent Scowcroft, 

who at that time was the chairman of President reagan’s Commission on 

Strategic Forces, visited Stanford and presented a lecture on arms control. at 

the end of his talk, rice directly challenged him on a number of fundamental 

points, and Scowcroft later recalled, “I thought, this is somebody I need to get 

to know. It’s an intimidating subject. Here’s this young girl, and she’s not at 

all intimidated.”18 Scowcroft was so impressed that when he became national 

security adviser in George H. w. Bush’s administration, he recruited rice to 

be the principal adviser on the Soviet Union on the national Security Council 

(nSC), where she served for two years. In 1991, rice returned to her professor-

ship at Stanford and was appointed provost, the chief academic officer and the 

second most powerful position in the university.

 In 1999, rice resigned as provost and took a leave of absence from her 

professorship at Stanford and became the principal foreign policy adviser to 

George w. Bush’s presidential campaign. She headed a group of experienced 

foreign policy advisers. In an important article published in the influential 

journal Foreign Affairs and written to indicate the projected contours of foreign 

policy under George w. Bush, rice criticized the Clinton administration’s ef-

forts at “nation-building” among smaller, less influential countries such as So-

malia, Haiti, and Kosovo, and indicated that a new Bush administration would 

focus on relations with great powers. rice wrote, “To be sure, there is nothing 

wrong with doing something that benefits all humanity, but that is, in a sense, 

a second-order effect . . . . It is simply not possible to ignore and isolate other 

powerful states that do not share the values [of the United States].19 In the same 

article, rice called for the removal of Saddam Hussein not directly but by help-

ing to support and encourage internal opposition to him and his Baath Party. 

Bush reiterated these themes during the campaign. at a debate with al Gore at 

wake Forest University in october 2000, Bush noted, “our military is meant 

to fight and win war . . . . That’s what it’s meant to do. and when it gets over-

extended, morale drops. [I will be] judicious as to how to use the military. It 

needs to be in our vital interest, the mission needs to be clear, and the exit strat-

egy obvious.”20
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 The 2000 presidential election was one of the most contentious elections in 

american history and one of only four in which the candidate who received 

the most popular votes was not elected. Bush’s electoral victory in Florida con-

sisted of 37 votes out of 6,138,76 cast, and the election was so close that it 

took thirty-six days and a decision of the Supreme Court to resolve it. once 

elected and inaugurated, George w. Bush embarked on a foreign policy which 

can best be described as “aBC unilateralism”; it was “anything But Clinton” in 

that the new administration almost viscerally opposed anything that the Clin-

ton administration had favored. If Clinton had supported something, George 

w. Bush was opposed to it, and vice versa. In addition, the new president and 

members of his administration believed that the United States as the world’s 

sole remaining superpower was entitled to and, in fact, needed to act alone 

following its national interest and to cooperate internationally only when abso-

lutely necessary. President Bush and the members of his administration entered 

office in January 2001 favoring the unilateral application of american military 

power and rejecting most of the foreign policy initiatives of the earlier Clin-

ton administration. a new day and a new approach had arrived in washington 

with the new administration.

 In keeping with this approach, the new administration initiated a number 

of actions to reverse various Clinton administration initiatives. The adminis-

tration opposed the Kyoto Protocol designed to reduce greenhouse gases in 

the atmosphere. Prior to leaving office, President Clinton had indicated that 

there were some problems that needed to be resolved but nevertheless signed 

the treaty establishing the International Criminal Court, even though there 

was almost no support in Congress for the agreement. once in office, Presi-

dent Bush “unsigned” the treaty, the first time in american history that such 

an action had been taken. The administration refused to participate and sign 

a protocol to the 1972 Biological weapons Convention establishing verification 

procedures for the agreement. In addition, Bush refused to reintroduce the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty for ratification to the Senate, which had earlier 

rejected it, an action seen by many as the most significant rejection of a treaty 

since the rejection of the Treaty of Versailles at the end of world war I.21 In the 

volatile Middle east, the administration retreated from the George H. w. Bush 

and Clinton administrations’ efforts to support the peace process actively.22 In 

another dangerous area of the world, the Korean Peninsula, the Bush adminis-

tration did not support South Korea’s efforts to engage and negotiate with its 

unpredictable neighbor to the north.
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 The strongest initiative of the new administration was to support the de-

velopment, testing, and deployment of national Missile Defense (nMD). This 

seemed to be at the foundation of the administration’s defense policy and 

necessitated the abrogation of the 1972 anti-Ballistic Missile (aBM) Treaty, 

which had been negotiated and signed by an earlier republican administration 

headed by President nixon and Henry Kissinger. Most arms control advocates 

considered this treaty to be the foundation of modern strategic nuclear arms 

control.

 In developing the foreign policy of the new administration, the president 

had a number of advisers, many of whom had served in the George H. w. Bush 

administration. Political scientists Ivo Daalder and James lindsay have identi-

fied three different groups of advisers within the administration.23 The first and 

least numerous consisted of pragmatic internationalists headed by Secretary 

of State Powell and his close advisers, including richard armitage and rich-

ard Haass, and they were favorably inclined toward cooperation with allies and 

international organizations such as the United nations whenever such coop-

eration furthered american national interests. The second group consisted of 

“assertive nationalists” Vice President Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald 

rumsfeld, who were “willing to use american military power to defeat threats 

to U.S. security but reluctant as a general rule to use american primacy to re-

make the world in its image.”24 In pursuit of this general objective, assertive 

nationalists favored smaller, more mobile military forces that would capitalize 

on the lead of the United States in technology. The third group consisted of 

neoconservatives, or “neocons” for short. Prominent in this group were a num-

ber of second-echelon officials, including Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul 

wolfowitz, Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith, foreign policy 

adviser to the vice president lewis “Scooter” libby, nSC staffer elliott abrams, 

and chairman of the Defense Policy Board, richard Perle. The neocons within 

the administration were supported by a number of like-minded journalists and 

policy analysts outside of the government including robert Kagan, Charles 

Krauthammer, william Kristol, Max Boot, and Joshua Muravchik. In contrast 

to the assertive nationalists who called for a “revolution in military affairs,” the 

neocons favored strong, robust military forces to pressure rogue states such as 

Iran, Iraq, and north Korea either to reform or to face the overwhelming power 

of the United States. They also favored the spread of democracy, by force if 

necessary, to other countries.

 although the George w. Bush administration had a number of policymakers 
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who had previously held offices in the executive branch, including Cheney, 

Powell, rumsfeld, and rice, Deputy Secretary of Defense wolfowitz was the 

principal adviser who approached foreign policy with a focused, strategic per-

spective. wolfowitz earned his doctorate in political science at the University 

of Chicago and taught for several years at yale. He then entered government 

service, first in the arms Control and Disarmament agency and then the de-

partments of State and Defense. wolfowitz served in DoD during the first Gulf 

war in 1991 and was one of those who had recommended that Saddam Hussein 

be overthrown, a position that was overwhelmingly rejected by members of the 

George H. w. Bush administration.

 every two years the Department of Defense prepares a document called the 

Defense Planning Guidance that is designed to describe U.S. military strategy 

and to serve as the basis for determining the defense budget. The 1992 De-

fense Planning Guidance was viewed as particularly important, as it was the 

first prepared since the disintegration of the Soviet Union and end of the cold 

war in December 1991. Secretary of Defense Cheney assumed primary respon-

sibility for preparing the document but delegated this to his deputy Paul wol-

fowitz who, in turn, delegated the writing of the document to his aides lewis 

“Scooter” libby and Zalmay Khalilzad. Several consultants who were not in 

government, including richard Perle and wolfowitz’s University of Chicago 

mentor, albert wohlstetter, were invited to contribute and comment on the 

planning document.25

 The draft document’s central thesis was that in the post–cold war world, the 

United States should work to prevent the emergence of any potential competi-

tor to U.S. hegemony. not surprisingly, europeans and the Japanese criticized 

this approach. In the final draft of the document, libby toned down the lan-

guage and emphasized the need for the United States to maintain its “strategic 

depth,” and libby argued, if the U.S. achieved this, other countries would be 

dissuaded from challenging american dominance. The document also argued 

that the U.S. should be willing, if necessary, to use military force to prevent the 

spread of nuclear weapons, and that future coalitions should be based on ad 

hoc as opposed to permanent collections of allies.26 In many ways, work on 

the Defense Planning Guidance of 1992 constituted the conceptual foundation 

for the neoconservative approach to foreign policy that was later implemented 

under George w. Bush. But that would have to wait until 2001.

 Following the electoral victory of Bill Clinton in 1992, wolfowitz left gov-

ernment and became the dean of the School of advanced International Studies 
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at Johns Hopkins University in washington, DC. This provided him with a 

platform for continuing to participate in policy debates, albeit from outside the 

government. There are, in fact, a broad spectrum of academic institutions and 

think-tanks in washington that provide out-of-office policymakers with plat-

forms and bases of operation when their party is out of power. on the right, 

these include the Heritage Foundation and the american enterprise Institute, 

and on the left, the Brookings Institution and the Center for american Prog-

ress.

 out of government, wolfowitz continued to criticize the actions of the 

George H. w. Bush administration, which he had served; in 1993, he wrote: 

“with hindsight it does seem like a mistake to have announced, even before 

the war was over, that we would not go to Baghdad, or to give Saddam the 

reassurance of the dignified ceasefire ceremony at Safwan.”27 He went on to 

criticize “some U.S. government officials at the time” (that is, most of the other 

members of the George H. w. Bush administration) and the failure of the gov-

ernment to effectively protect the Kurds in the north and the Shia in the south. 

without naming them, wolfowitz criticized chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff Colin Powell and Iraq war commander norman Schwarzkopf, who, in 

wolfowitz’s view, “in no small part reflected a miscalculation by some of our 

military commanders that a rapid disengagement was essential to preserve the 

luster of victory, and to avoid getting stuck with post war objectives that would 

prevent us from ever disengaging.”28

 In 1998, wolfowitz signed the letter from the Project for a new american 

Century urging President Clinton to overthrow Saddam. In retrospect, it is 

clear that Clinton wanted to overthrow Saddam, but that he did not have sup-

port for doing this among U.S. allies or in the United nations. In December 

1998, following the unsuccessful attempt by Iraqi agents to assassinate George 

Herbert walker Bush, who was visiting Kuwait, President Clinton ordered “op-

eration Desert Fox,” a four-day bombing campaign targeted on Baghdad and 

military targets in Iraq. Critics of the Clinton administration dismissed the 

campaign as ineffectual, “pounding sand.” later in 1998, charging that the Un 

weapons inspection team included CIa intelligence agents (a charge that later 

proved to be accurate), Saddam kicked the team out of the country.

 when George w. Bush decided to run for the presidency, he had his foreign 

policy adviser, Condoleezza rice, assemble a group of foreign policy experts, 

many of whom had served in the previous republican administrations of ron-

ald reagan and George H. w. Bush. The group became known as “the Vulcans,” 
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named after the roman god of iron.29 There was a fifty-foot statue of Vulcan 

in rice’s hometown of Birmingham, alabama, which had a significant steel 

industry at one time. The members of this group became many of the most im-

portant members of the George w. Bush administration, including Vice Presi-

dent Cheney, Secretary of State Colin Powell, Secretary of Defense rumsfeld, 

richard armitage, Paul wolfowitz, Scooter libby, Stephen Hadley, Douglas 

Feith, and Paula Dobriansky.30 During the presidential campaign, George w. 

Bush and the Vulcans pressed an “aBC” (anything But Clinton) agenda and, 

once elected, vigorously pursued that objective.

September 11 and the U.S. attack on afghanistan

 The first year of the George w. Bush administration ironically continued 

the basic contours of the Clinton administration’s foreign policy. The attacks 

of September 11 dramatically changed that, and the Bush administration em-

barked on a new foreign policy in the aftermath of the attacks. But an over-

arching grand design or conceptual framework did not characterize this new 

foreign policy, and for good reason: the challenges that the United States faced 

were different from those it had ever previously faced. Terrorists, not states, 

had attacked the United States, and these terrorists, unlike states, controlled no 

territory of their own. The Bush administration’s foreign policymakers con-

sisted primarily of pragmatic problem solvers rather than strategic, conceptual 

thinkers; the exception to this orientation, however, was wolfowitz, who had 

developed a conceptual strategy that called for the overthrow of Saddam.

 In the aftermath of the attacks, american officials had to deal first with the 

immediate threats and problems posed by the attacks, and only after this could 

they turn to longer-term ways of dealing with a new era in international rela-

tions. once the al Qaeda terrorist training camps were destroyed and the Tal-

iban government was toppled in afghanistan, policymakers could then turn 

their attention to the longer-term objectives for american foreign policy in this 

new world.

 Strands of the new Bush approach to foreign policy emerged in the days, 

weeks, and months following 9/11. For example, in his State of the Union ad-

dress of January 2002, Bush focused on the threat posed by terrorist groups 

such as Hamas, Hezbollah, and Islamic Jihad, but he also noted that the threat 

confronting the U.S. went beyond these groups to include state-supporters of 

terrorism. The president specifically identified the triumvirate of Iran, Iraq, 
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and north Korea as the “axis of evil” in the modern world.31 Beyond identifying 

the sources of threat to the U.S., however, the president did not describe how 

the United States was going to deal with this modern-day axis. Vice President 

Cheney indicated that dealing with the threat would depend primarily upon 

the U.S.: “america has friends and allies in this cause, but only we can lead 

it. only we can rally the world in a task of this complexity, against an enemy 

so elusive and so resourceful. The United States, and only the United States, 

can see this effort through to victory.”32 Several members of the administration 

also called attention to the threat of chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, 

“weapons of mass destruction” (wMD), falling into the hands of terrorists and 

state-supporters of terrorism.

 The elements of the Bush strategy for dealing with terrorism were inte-

grated in the commencement address that the president delivered at the U.S. 

Military academy at west Point on June 1, 2002. Most graduation speeches 

repeat the same predictable themes and are eminently forgettable; however, 

on occasion american policymakers have used commencement addresses to 

announce important, memorable departures in U.S. foreign policy. Secretary 

of State George C. Marshall invited european countries to request aid to re-

build a war-torn continent in his Harvard commencement address of 197, and 

the resulting program, one of the great successes of U.S. foreign policy, bears 

Marshall’s name. Following the Cuban missile crisis of october 1962, President 

Kennedy “called for a reexamination of the cold war, a reexamination of our 

relations with the Soviet Union, and a reexamination of what kind of peace 

we truly wanted.” according to JFK’s adviser Ted Sorensen, the american Uni-

versity speech was an “unprecedented speech . . . combining eloquence, high 

principles, effective proposals, and idealism.”33

 Bush’s speech at west Point followed in the tradition of hallmark presiden-

tial commencement addresses. Political scientist edward rhodes called Bush’s 

speech at west Point “a masterpiece,”34 and Jacob weisberg called it “probably 

the most important of his presidency.”35 In this speech, the president presented 

an integrated policy for dealing with the terrorist threat confronting the United 

States.36 In the speech, Bush emphasized terrorism, power, and peace; he men-

tioned terrorism fifteen times and power seventeen times in the speech. There 

were five principal themes. First, the president emphasized, “we face a threat 

with no precedent,” in that the U.S. confronted not only state enemies, but also 

subnational enemies in the form of terrorist groups. Second, the president 

stipulated that “the gravest danger to freedom lies at the perilous crossroads 
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of radicalism and technology. when the spread of chemical and biological 

and nuclear weapons, along with ballistic missile technology—when that oc-

curs, even weak states and small groups could attain a catastrophic power to 

strike great nations.” Third, Bush noted that in the past, the U.S. had depended 

upon the doctrines of deterrence and containment to provide for its defense. 

In the new world of terrorism, the president claimed deterrence “means noth-

ing against shadowy terrorist networks with no nation or citizens to defend,” 

and “containment is not possible when unbalanced dictators with weapons 

of mass destruction can deliver those weapons on missiles or secretly provide 

them to terrorist allies . . . . america has a greater objective than controlling 

threats and containing resentment.” Fourth, Bush noted that “the war on ter-

rorism cannot be won on the defensive. we must take the battle to the enemy.” 

This could be accomplished by “transforming the military” and being “ready 

for preemptive action when necessary to defend our liberty and to defend our 

lives.” International law provided for the possibility of preemption when a state 

was confronted by an imminent threat to its security; however, such threat had 

to be both significant and imminent. a number of observers noted that the 

president was really proposing the possibility of preventive war, rather than 

preemption.37 Fifth, preventive war could be justified in the extraordinary cir-

cumstances of the war on terrorism because, the president claimed, “Moral 

truth is the same in every culture, in every time, and in every place . . . . we 

are in a conflict between good and evil, and america will call evil by its name.” 

Throughout the speech, Bush emphasized the need for liberty, freedom, and 

democracy, saying, “we will extend the peace by encouraging free and open 

societies on every continent.” or, in other words, the U.S. would encourage and 

promote the spread of democracy throughout the world in a sort of a reversal 

of the cold war domino theory.

 For many years, members of Congress have sought greater clarity and coher-

ence in the elaboration of U.S. defense and foreign policy. In 198, the Congress 

passed the landmark Goldwater-nichols legislation that reformed the defense 

policymaking process. attempting to apply the accomplishments of this legis-

lation to foreign policy, the Congress mandated that an administration pub-

lish a document describing its national security strategy within six months of 

coming into office. The Clinton administration published a number of docu-

ments outlining its national security strategy.38 The Bush administration failed 

to meet the congressionally imposed deadline, and published its first national 

security strategy report in September 2002.39
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 The national security strategy document repeated, elaborated, and extended 

the themes that President Bush had introduced in his west Point speech of 

two months before; in some cases, identical language was used. For example, 

in both cases the president noted, “The gravest danger our nation faces lies at 

the crossroads of radicalism and technology,” and that the U.S. could no longer 

depend upon the doctrines of deterrence and containment to provide for its 

security. He also noted that the U.S. would “extend the benefits of freedom 

across the globe.” In several ways, the national security strategy extended the 

president’s west Point speech. He argued that no competitor should be allowed 

to challenge the United States, in essence claiming the right of the United States 

to extend its hegemonic power in the world into the indefinite future. The 

document called for the creation of “coalitions of the willing” to augment the 

traditional international organizations and alliances including the United na-

tions, the world Trade organization, and naTo. The gist of the new american 

strategy was summarized in this statement: “while the United States will con-

stantly strive to enlist the support of the international community, we will not 

hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting 

preemptively against such terrorists to prevent them from doing harm against 

our people and our country.” The document addressed U.S. policies toward 

particular countries, international organizations, and issues such as economic 

development and HIV/aIDS, but the central thrust concerned how to deal with 

the new threat of global terrorism.

 reactions to the national security strategy document were quick and strong. 

The respected cold war historian and yale professor John lewis Gaddis called 

the report the most important document in U.S. foreign policy since the proc-

lamation of the doctrine of containment in 197.40 Believing that the national 

security strategy was so important, political scientist robert Kaufman included 

the entire document as an appendix in his book, In Defense of the Bush Doc-

trine.41

 The report also stimulated a number of critics who contended that the 

strategy outlined in the president’s west Point speech and his national secu-

rity report “is significantly different from the one steered by his predecessors 

. . . . The president now makes the case that it is necessary to break with the 

past.”42 The critics argued that contemporary international problems, starting 

with terrorism but also including global health and economic development, 

were by definition multilateral and simply could not be effectively managed 

on a go-it-alone, unilateral basis. In addition, critics noted that the call for pre-
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emption posed a problem; namely, if the United States felt that it could engage 

in preemptive action, what would stop other countries from making similar 

claims?43 would the Bush administration’s newly articulated national security 

strategy provide the rationale for a Chinese invasion of Taiwan or an Indian 

attack on Pakistan? There was also concern about the efficacy of the new, as-

sertive american policy called for by the Bush administration. Throughout the 

post–world war II period, the United States had derived its power in inter-

national relations as much from its legitimacy and attraction as its military 

power, as the respected Harvard political scientist Joseph nye noted in his work 

on “soft power.”44

The new approach

 President Bush’s commencement address at west Point and the 2002 Na-

tional Security Strategy laid the groundwork for what became known as the 

Bush Doctrine, and subsequent speeches and reports built on this foundation. 

Some contend that the Bush Doctrine is a coherent, systematic description of 

a new american foreign and defense policy.45 others are critical of the Bush 

Doctrine.46 when asked about the Bush Doctrine in an interview with journal-

ist aBC anchor Charlie Gibson, 2008 republican vice presidential candidate 

Sarah Palin could not describe it.47 Perhaps part of the reason she could not was 

the amorphous character of the doctrine. Journalist and Bush biographer Jacob 

weisberg contends that there have been, in fact, five Bush Doctrines: unipolar 

realism (3/7/99–9/10/01), with us or against us (9/11/01–/31/02), preemption 

(6/1/02–11//03), democracy in the Middle east (11/6/03–1/19/0), and freedom 

everywhere (1/20/0–11/7/06).48 weisberg argues that from november 2006 on, 

there was “the absence of any functioning doctrine at all.” In this section of the 

chapter, the principal elements of the Bush Doctrine as it evolved over time are 

examined.

. Preventive War

 In its 2002 National Security Strategy, the Bush administration noted, “For 

centuries, international law recognized that nations need not suffer an attack 

before they can lawfully take action to defend themselves against forces that 

present an imminent danger of attack.” as the administration noted, there is a 

long history in international law justifying a preemptive attack if a state poses a 

direct, imminent threat to another. Members of the Bush administration noted 
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with approval previous uses of preemption by the United States, including the 

Dominican republic (196), Grenada (1983), and Panama (1989). Both the pres-

ident and his national security affairs adviser, Dr. Condoleezza rice, claimed 

that John Kennedy’s actions implementing the quarantine of Cuba during the 

1962 missile crisis was also an application of preemption. Members of the Bush 

administration and their supporters generally used “preemption” and “preven-

tive war” synonymously, glossing over the significant differences between the 

two concepts in international law. as noted, generally preemption can be justi-

fied in the face of a direct, imminent threat, but preventive war is not justified.

 The american attempts to use preventive war have not been particularly 

successful. rather than the Cuban missile crisis, political scientist robert Jervis 

and historian robert Dallek believe that the Bay of Pigs is a better example of 

preventive war, and the results of this case were disastrous: “nearly 200 Cuban 

exiles died in the aborted attack, some 1,200 spent more than two years in Cu-

ban prisons and the United States embarrassed itself before the world.”49

 Supporters of the Bush Doctrine cite a non-american case to establish the 

efficacy of preventive war: Israel’s 1981 air raid to destroy Iraq’s nuclear reactor at 

osirak. Professor robert Kaufman contends, “Israel was right. otherwise, Sad-

dam Hussein would have possessed a nuclear capability when he invaded Kuwait 

in the summer of 1990, which may have deterred the United States from respond-

ing decisively or raised exponentially the cost and risk of such a response.”50 an-

other foreign policy analyst, robert litwak, however, has pointed out that Israel’s 

action was a short-term success but a long-term failure. Israel’s attack caused 

Saddam to significantly increase his efforts to develop nuclear weapons; the bud-

get for the nuclear program after 1981 went “from 00 scientists and $00 mil-

lion to 7,000 specialists and a $10 billion budget.”51 Ironically, Saddam’s increased 

effort to develop nuclear weapons became the principal reason for the United 

States to invade Iraq in 2003, which, in fact, “raised exponentially the cost and 

risk of such a response.” Thus, Israel’s action had the unintended consequence of 

both increasing Iraq’s efforts to develop nuclear weapons and the expenditure of 

enormous human, military, and financial resources by the U.S.

 Throughout history, preventive war has not been highly regarded. The great 

nineteenth-century British statesman lord Salisbury once commented that it 

is rarely wise “to go to war against a nightmare.”52 referring to preventive war, 

President eisenhower once commented, “I don’t believe there is such a thing, 

and frankly I wouldn’t even listen to anyone seriously that came in and talked 

about such a thing.”53
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. Unilateralism

 robert Jervis has noted, “The perceived need for preventive wars is linked 

to the fundamental unilateralism of the Bush doctrine.”54 The qualifier “fun-

damental” is important in this observation because members of the Bush 

administration and its supporters were quick to note that a number of other 

countries supported american counterterrorism efforts and U.S. policy toward 

afghanistan and Iraq. For example, neoconservative and Bush administration 

supporter Kenneth adelman noted, “It’s ridiculous to say the United States is 

going to go it alone. when we go after Iraq, we’re going to have Britain, Turkey, 

Qatar, Israel, Italy, and Spain with us.”55 However, when the U.S. invaded Iraq, 

only the combat troops of the United Kingdom, australia, and the Czech re-

public participated in the invasion. The UK’s participation was particularly sig-

nificant; at the high point of its involvement, one-third of the British army was 

deployed in afghanistan or Iraq. President Bush claimed, however, that by the 

end of 2003, thirty-four countries had committed troops to Iraq.56 However, 

taken together at the point of maximum commitment, the troop contributions 

of all of the coalition partners of the United States in Iraq equaled 2,000, and 

most of these were British forces.57 This total represented about one-sixth of 

the number of american forces in Iraq.

 Members of the Bush administration were clear concerning its unilateral ap-

proach. Vice President Cheney told the Council on Foreign relations, “america 

has friends and allies in this cause, but only we can lead it.”58 In his State of the 

Union address of January 200, President Bush was equally blunt: “america 

will never seek a permission slip to defend the security of our people.”59 For his 

part, Secretary of Defense rumsfeld was publicly dismissive of the need for al-

lies, even going as far as to dismiss the strongest, most reliable post–world war 

II western european allies of the United States as “the old europe,” and praising 

the nations of the “new europe,” which consisted of the newly liberated, former 

Soviet allies of eastern europe. Despite rumsfeld’s comments, there was no 

comparison in the power represented by the “old” and “new” europes.

 european statesmen did not appreciate either the tone or the substance of 

the Bush administration’s policies. The justice minister in German Chancellor 

Gerhard Schroeder’s cabinet went as far as to compare President Bush’s meth-

ods to those of Hitler, one of the strongest criticisms anyone, particularly a 

German, could make.60 respected american ambassador Dennis ross com-

mented: “The Bush administration’s failing has not been its instinct for uni-
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lateralism and its distain for multilateralism. Its failing too often has been how 

poorly it has practiced multilateralism.”61

. Regime Change and Democracy Promotion

 as previously noted, political scientists Ivo Daalder and James lindsay state 

that there were three different orientations to foreign policy within the Bush 

administration: the pragmatic internationalists, the neoconservatives, and 

the assertive nationalists. The neoconservatives, in particular, were similar to 

woodrow wilson in their zeal for promoting democracy. Their enthusiasm was 

catching, and President Bush reflected this view. In referring to the possibility 

of democratizing the Middle east, he told Bob woodward, “I will seize the op-

portunity to achieve big goals.” In his second inaugural address, the president 

said, “It is the policy of the United States to seek and support the growth of 

democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the 

ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.”62 Two years later, Bush returned 

to the same theme: “we also hear doubts that democracy is a realistic goal for 

the greater Middle east, where freedom is rare. yet it is mistaken, and conde-

scending, to assume that whole cultures and great religions are incompatible 

with liberty and self-government. I believe that God has planted in every heart 

the desire to live in freedom. and even when that desire is crushed by tyranny 

for decades, it will rise again.”63 Given these and numerous other strong state-

ments in support of spreading democracy throughout the world, it is hard to 

take seriously Douglas Feith’s claim that Bush “never argued, in public or pri-

vate, that the United States should go to war in order to spread democracy.”64

. Use of Military Power

 The members of the George w. Bush administration believed in the use and 

efficacy of military power. neoconservatives both in and out of the administra-

tion were the most vociferous supporters of the use of military power; however, 

there was a general sense in the administration that the hegemonic position of 

the United States in the international system should be used to further its goals 

and objectives. what use, some in the administration asked, was military power 

if it was not used?

. The Exercise of Presidential Power

 not only did members of the Bush administration believe that military 

power should be used; they also believed that the president had almost unlim-
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ited power when it came to using military force. Three second-level advisers 

were key in presenting the case for unfettered presidential power: David add-

ington in the vice president’s office, John yoo in the Justice Department’s office 

of legal Counsel, and Timothy Flanigan in the white House Counsel’s office.65 

These three presented the theory of the “unitary executive”—the idea that the 

president exercising his role as commander-in-chief had the right to issue vir-

tually any orders that he thought necessary in the pursuit of national security 

and that the Congress could not limit the president’s power during wartime.66

 on September 2, 2001, just two weeks after the al Qaeda attacks on the 

american homeland, yoo sent a twenty-page memorandum to Flanigan in 

which he claimed that the Congress could “not place any limits on the Pres-

ident’s determinations as to any terrorist threat, the amount of military force 

to be used in response, or the method, timing, and the nature of the response. 

These decisions, under our Constitution, are for the President alone to make.”67 

Prominent members of the Bush administration were astounded by these 

claims. according to Jack Goldsmith, who served as assistant attorney general 

in the office of legal Counsel from october 2003 to June 200, “on issue after 

issue, the administration had powerful legal arguments but ultimately made 

mistakes on important questions of policy. It got policies wrong, ironically, be-

cause it was excessively legalistic, because it often substituted legal analysis for 

political judgment, and because it was too committed to expanding the Presi-

dent’s constitutional powers.”68 Commenting on addington’s views, Secretary 

of State Colin Powell was blunt: “He doesn’t believe in the Constitution.”69

. Secrecy

 Strongly influenced by the view that the power of the president was close 

to absolute, the Bush administration put a high priority on secrecy. The belief 

was that the president and his advisers could not expect free and candid advice 

unless secrecy could be assured. Commenting on Cheney’s belief in secrecy to 

larry King, lewis “Scooter” libby said: “and this is a case where he firmly be-

lieves—believes to the point where when he talks about it, his eyes get a little 

bluer—that for the presidency to operate properly, it needs to be able to have 

confidential communications.”70 an extreme example of the power of the small 

group that favored the exercise of unfettered executive power was the signing of 

a presidential directive authorizing warrantless wiretapping. Despite the oppo-

sition of the Justice Department, judicial decisions, and legislation prohibiting 

such action, President Bush, relying on his authority as commander-in-chief, 
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signed an order drafted by Cheney’s general counsel, David addington, autho-

rizing warrantless wiretapping. according to Pulitzer Prize–winning journalist 

Barton Gellman, “addington’s formula may have been the nearest thing to a 

claim of unlimited power ever made by an american president, all the more 

radical for having been issued in secret.”71

 George w. Bush won the most contested presidential election in american 

history and came into office promising to work with Democrats on both for-

eign and domestic policy. In foreign policy, he reversed many of the policies of 

the Clinton administration and emphasized the need for building and deploy-

ing a missile defense system and challenging China. The attacks on the United 

States of September 11, 2001, changed Bush’s worldview and his policy priorities 

because the homeland of the United States had been attacked for the first time 

since 1812. Given the threat of terrorism, the Bush administration chose first 

to respond to those responsible for 9/11 and attacked al Qaeda bases and the 

afghan Taliban government that provided sanctuary for osama bin laden and 

his followers. The administration then developed a new doctrine for dealing 

with terrorism that called for preventive war, and this new policy was applied 

in Iraq where the U.S. invaded and occupied the country. The invasions and 

occupations of afghanistan and Iraq were based on a number of assumptions 

that will be examined in the next chapter.



Part ii: issues



Provincial reconstruction Team at work. Source: U.S. army photo by Specialist russell 

Gilchrest, U.S. army

U.S. soldiers standing under crossed swords in Baghdad. Source: U.S. navy photo by 

Petty officer 2nd class Todd Frantom, USn
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7 Assumptions

reporter ron Suskind met with an unnamed senior advisor to President Bush 

(widely assumed to be Karl rove) who told the reporter that people like him 

were “‘in what we call the reality-based community,’ which he defined as people 

who ‘believe that solutions emerge from your judicious study of discernible re-

ality.’ I nodded and murmured something about enlightenment principles and 

empiricism. He cut me off. ‘That’s not the way the world really works anymore,’ 

he continued. ‘we’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own real-

ity. and while you’re studying that reality—judiciously, as you will—we’ll act 

again, creating other new realities, which you can study too, and that’s how 

things will sort out. we’re history’s actors . . . and you, all of you, will be left to 

just study what we do.’”1

 The manufactured “realities” of the Bush administration sprang from cer-

tain fundamental assumptions, and as journalist Thomas ricks has noted, 

“when assumptions are wrong, everything built on them is undermined.”2 

ambassador Dennis ross has pointed out, “Get rid of Saddam, produce regime 

change, and everything would fall into place, not fall apart. That was the Bush 

administration’s critical assumption, and it was based on a flawed assessment. 

Statecraft must start with assessments based on reality, and not on faith. If we 

are to understand the failures in Iraq, this is the starting point.”3

 This chapter will review the fundamental assumptions of the Bush adminis-

tration concerning: (1) the effect of capturing the leaders of al Qaeda and Iraq, 

(2) linking 9/11 to Iraq, (3) military operations, () the reception of american 

soldiers, () the role of expatriate leaders, (6) the establishment of democracy, 

(7) the costs of the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, and (8) assuming the best 

case. assumptions concerning Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass destruc-

tion will be covered in Chapter 8, concerning intelligence.

 The Bush administration considered the evidence concerning those respon-
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sible for the 9/11 attacks on the United States and concluded that al Qaeda was 

to blame. Following this conclusion, the U.S. decided to proceed on the as-

sumption that military operations with a “light footprint” would be better than 

a “heavy footprint.”4 american policymakers chose this approach because they 

believed in the efficacy of the revolution in military affairs and felt that a large, 

foreign army intervening in and occupying afghanistan would meet a fate sim-

ilar to the one the British and Soviets had previously met.

 as a result of this assumption, the U.S. sent a small number of CIa para-

military operatives and Special Forces soldiers to afghanistan, where they met 

up with members of the northern alliance and anti-Taliban Pashtuns and then 

directed american air strikes on al Qaeda and Taliban targets.5 This approach 

proved to be highly effective and successful and led a number of american pol-

icymakers to believe that a similar approach, relying on a relatively small num-

ber of forces and employing high tech weapons, would be successful against 

Iraq.

The effect of Capturing leaders of al Qaeda and Iraq

 Throughout history, one way of immobilizing an opponent has been to dis-

able or kill the opponent’s leadership. During the cold war, Soviet and ameri-

can strategists worried about the possibility of a “decapitation” attack that 

would kill their leaders and paralyze the decision-making apparatus of their 

country. Indeed, al Qaeda sought to disable its northern alliance opponents by 

assassinating ahmed Shah Massoud on September 9, 2001, just two days before 

the attacks on the United States.

 In its invasions of both afghanistan and Iraq, the United States initially 

sought to capture or kill the leaders of al Qaeda, the Taliban, and Iraq. The 

fundamental assumption was that if these leaders were captured or killed, the 

political movements they led would be significantly damaged, perhaps even 

beyond repair. as a result of this assumption, the U.S. invested enormous ef-

fort to locate and capture or kill osama bin laden and Taliban leader Mullah 

omar after the initial invasion of afghanistan. at the time, it was believed that 

these two leaders and their subordinates sought sanctuary in the border area 

between afghanistan and Pakistan in the Tora Bora area. later investigations 

have corroborated this belief. yet, as of this writing, neither has been captured 

or killed.

 Following the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, the United States placed high 
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priority on capturing Saddam Hussein, and invested substantial resources in 

accomplishing this goal. In fact, a highly trained Special Forces unit under the 

command of General Stanley a. McChrystal was given the task of finding Sad-

dam and bringing him to justice. on a tip from a local, the unit accomplished 

its task on December 13, 2003. yet, the capture and subsequent trial and execu-

tion of Saddam did not result in the dissolution of the insurgency; in fact, some 

contended that Saddam’s execution actually increased opposition to U.S. and 

coalition forces. Because bin laden and omar were not captured, the “decapi-

tation” assumption was neither proved nor falsified.

linking 9/11 to Iraq

 The first and one of the most important of the Bush administration’s fun-

damental assumptions was that the perpetrators of the 9/11 attacks and Iraq 

were linked. The day after the attacks, Bush told his chief counterterrorism 

analyst, “‘See if Saddam did this. See if he’s linked in any way.’ The head of the 

counterterrorism group, richard Clarke, replied, ‘But, Mr. President, al-Qaeda 

did this.’ and the president responded by saying, ‘I know, I know but . . . see 

if Saddam was involved. Just look. I want to know any shred.’”6 according to 

CIa Director Tenet, “During meetings at Camp David the weekend following 

the terrorist attacks, Paul wolfowitz in particular was fixated on the question 

of including Saddam in any response.”7 wolfowitz’s boss, Secretary of Defense 

Donald rumsfeld, also pointed to possible Iraqi involvement in the attacks, 

asking in a video teleconference with the principal decision-makers, “what 

if Iraq is involved?”8 He then told CenTCoM commander General Franks, 

“what about Iran? . . . I want as much intel as we have on whoever we think 

was involved—whether it’s afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, or anyone else. Just because 

it was al-Qaeda doesn’t mean they weren’t working in conjunction with some 

state. I don’t want to rule anything out until we know for sure.”9

 In the week following the attacks, the president repeatedly came back to the 

possible connection between Saddam and al Qaeda, mentioning it to chair-

man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Hugh Shelton and to national Security 

Council adviser Condoleezza rice. Six days after the attacks, the president told 

his senior advisors, “I believe Iraq was involved.”10

 Two and a half months after the 9/11 attacks, Bush told rumsfeld, “let’s 

get started on this. and get Tommy Franks looking at what it would take to 

protect america by removing Saddam Hussein if we have to.”11 By February 
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2002, Bush ordered Franks to begin moving troops to the Persian Gulf, and the 

next month, the president made his intentions explicitly clear to rice and three 

senators: “Fuck Saddam. we’re taking him out.”12 In June 2002, Bush declared, 

“[T]he reason that I keep insisting that there was a relationship between Iraq 

and Saddam and al Qaeda [is] because there was a relationship between Iraq 

and al Qaeda.”13 The president repeatedly stated that there was a connection 

between Iraq and 9/11 despite the fact that, according to George Tenet, the “CIa 

found absolutely no linkage between Saddam and 9/11.”14

 In July 2002, the head of British intelligence, Sir richard Dearlove, visited 

washington to meet with top american government officials. In his report to 

Prime Minister Blair, he wrote that he “believed that the crowd around the 

vice president was playing fast and loose with the evidence” and noted that 

Cheney’s deputy, Scooter libby, had tried to convince him that there was a link 

between Iraq and al Qaeda.15 In october 2002, President Bush gave a speech in 

which he asserted, “Iraq has trained al-Qaeda members in bomb-making and 

poisons and deadly gas . . . . we know that Iraq and the al-Qaeda terrorist net-

work share a common enemy: The United States of america.”16 There were a 

small number of arabs who joined ansar al-Islam, a terrorist group composed 

mostly of radical Kurds who operated on the border of Iraq and Iran, but al 

Qaeda did not have a significant presence in Iraq prior to the american inva-

sion and occupation.17

 Given these accounts and statements, it is hard to accept Douglas Feith’s 

contention, “no one I know of believed Saddam was part of the 9/11 plot. we 

had no substantial reason to believe that he was.”18 In contrast to Feith’s erro-

neous claim, most of those who have analyzed the U.S. decision to attack Iraq 

agree with former CIa official Paul Pillar who noted, “after 9/11, the adminis-

tration was trying to hitch Iraq to the wagon of terror.”19

Military operations

 Donald rumsfeld, the man who had served as both the youngest (under 

Gerald Ford) and the oldest (under George w. Bush) secretary of defense, came 

into office believing that modern technology and communications provided 

the capability for a “revolution in military affairs,” but the U.S. uniformed 

military was too conservative and tradition-bound to accept a radical, new ap-

proach. rumsfeld planned to transform the american military by forcing it to 

accept and exploit the new technologies.20
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 Some, if not most, military officers were skeptical about the claims of 

rumsfeld and his civilian aides; for example, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff General Hugh Shelton retired in September 2001 in part because he was 

dubious about rumsfeld’s claims for the new approach.21 rumsfeld made a 

concerted effort to select military flag officers (generals and admirals) and 

civilian leaders of the services who supported his desire to “transform the 

military,” going as far as to issue an order in 2003 that he personally approve 

all three- or four-star promotions. retired lieutenant colonel and defense ana-

lyst andrew Krepinevich observed, rumsfeld “wanted people who believed in 

transformation so they could carry on after he was gone. But those decisions 

have typically been the prerogative of the military services. and if you really 

want to make someone angry, fool around with who is to have what job.”22

 In operation Desert Storm of the first Gulf war, the U.S.-led coalition 

began with an air attack on Iraq on January 17, 1991, and followed this with a 

ground attack of 60,000 troops in fourteen divisions. Following the ground 

attack, coalition forces decisively defeated Iraq in 100 hours with fewer than 

600 casualties. Following the first Gulf war, General Franks’ predecessor at 

the Central Command, General anthony Zinni, developed a contingency 

plan for invading Iraq, oPlan 1003–98, which called for an invasion force 

of at least 300,000 and possibly up to 00,000 troops, a figure that was close 

to the total number deployed in the first Gulf war.23 Zinni also noted that, 

were an invasion necessary, the subsequent U.S. occupation of Iraq could last 

ten years. when Bush and rumsfeld asked General Franks to come up with 

an estimate of the number of troops an invasion would require, he initially 

responded with the estimates contained in oPlan 1003–98. rumsfeld was 

not pleased; surely, he reasoned, the revolution in military affairs reduced 

the need for numbers of troops. General Franks cut back his recommended 

number to 38,000, and still rumsfeld and his deputy, Paul wolfowitz, were 

not satisfied; they wanted an invasion force of 100,000 or less.24 whether it 

was due to pressure from his civilian superiors or a change in his assessment, 

General Franks became a supporter of the rumsfeld-wolfowitz approach, 

calling oPlan 1003–98 “stale, conventional, predictable . . . . [It] is basically 

Desert Storm II.”25

 In December 2001, President Bush asked General Franks to visit him at his 

ranch in Texas where the conversation turned to a discussion of war plans for 

Iraq. according to Franks’ deputy, lieutenant General Michael Delong, the 

conversation went as follows:.



Issues 

116

“Show us what war plans you have on the shelf for Iraq today,” rumsfeld said 

from his video conference room in new Mexico.

Franks presented the plan—which called for the deployment of three to five 

hundred thousand troups.

They looked them over. Finally, rumsfeld said, “This is old think.”

“I agree,” Franks said.26

 In his memoirs, General Franks evaluated the “old think” war plan devel-

oped by his CenTCoM predecessor, General anthony Zinni, and wrote: “The 

existing plan, oPlan 1003, had last been updated after Desert Fox in 1998, but 

it was based on Desert Storm-era thinking. It was troop-heavy, involving a long 

buildup and a series of air strikes before boots hit the ground. It didn’t account 

for our current troop dispositions, advances in Precision-Guided Munitions, or 

break-throughs in command-and-control technology—not to mention the les-

sons we were learning in afghanistan.”27 Franks, like rumsfeld, emphasized the 

importance of the pace of operations—speed—versus the importance of mass 

in military operations. according to Franks, “[T]he victory in Desert Storm 

proved that speed has a mass all its own” and “speed kills . . . the enemy.”28

 In october 2001, the United States attacked afghanistan, destroyed al Qaeda 

training bases, and overthrew the Taliban government of Mullah omar. This 

was accomplished with only 26 CIa paramilitary and U.S. military Special 

Forces officers calling in air strikes using extremely accurate weapons and co-

ordinating with northern alliance forces on the ground. american forces in 

afghanistan coupled twenty-first-century technology with ancient modes of 

warfare; they communicated with pilots over the battlefield and CIa headquar-

ters in Virginia via satellite phones and traveled via horseback. according to 

one account, one of the first CIa operatives to enter afghanistan to liaise with 

the northern alliance called CIa headquarters to let his superiors know that 

he had successfully met up with his northern alliance contacts and then made 

a special request for the first supply drop: a leather saddle. His northern alli-

ance hosts had provided him with a wooden saddle like the ones they used.29 

rumsfeld was particularly intrigued with the use of horses in afghanistan and 

claimed this “innovation” as a modern application of military transforma-

tion.30

 when the war in afghanistan was won quickly and with few american casu-

alties, it looked as if rumsfeld was right and the skeptical generals were wrong. 

according to Thomas ricks, “rumsfeld had come out of the afghan war be-

lieving that speed could be substituted for mass in military operations.”31 as in 
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afghanistan, an attack on Iraq, rumsfeld believed, would result in a rapid vic-

tory, and american forces would be able to withdraw from Iraq quickly. There 

were some who supported rumsfeld’s view, and General Franks was one of 

those; to him the revolution in military affairs “was no longer mere hyperbole. 

It would become the new reality of war.”32 rumsfeld’s former assistant, Ken 

adelman, wrote in the Washington Post in February 2002, “I believe demolish-

ing Hussein’s military power and liberating Iraq would be a cakewalk.”33

 Many of the uniformed senior officers were not as enthusiastic about the 

efficacy of the revolution in military affairs as rumsfeld and his military and 

civilian aides. For example, army Corps of engineers Brigadier General Steve 

Hawkins in February 2003 estimated that no fewer than 30,000 coalition 

troops would be needed to provide stability in the aftermath of a war to over-

throw Saddam.34 General Hawkins forwarded his estimate to army Chief of 

Staff eric Shinseki, who testified before the Senate armed Services Committee 

on February 2, 2003. Senator Carl levin, the senior ranking Democrat on the 

committee, asked, “Gen. Shinseki, could you give us some idea as to the mag-

nitude of the army’s force requirement for an occupation of Iraq following a 

successful completion of the war?”

 Shinseki replied, “In specific numbers, I would have to rely on the combat-

ant commander’s exact requirements. But I think . . .”

 levin interjected, “How about a range?”

 “I would say,” the general continued, “that what’s been mobilized to this 

point, something on the order of several hundred thousand soldiers, are prob-

ably, you know, a figure that would be required . . . . [Iraq is a large country 

with competing ethnic groups,] so it takes significant ground forces to main-

tain a safe and secure environment to ensure that people are fed, that water is 

distributed, all the normal responsibilities that go along with administering 

a situation like this.”35 Shinseki’s estimate of the number of troops required 

for an effective occupation was supported by a number of generals including 

Major General william nash, General Barry McCaffrey, and others who had 

previously served in the postconflict environments of Bosnia and Kosovo.36

 Despite the fact that those who had experience in occupations commonly 

held Shinseki’s views, his comments created a firestorm within the Pentagon. 

The day after General Shinseki’s testimony, wolfowitz called Secretary of the 

army Thomas white to complain about his estimate. The next day, wolfowitz 

testified before the House Budget Committee and was asked about Shinseki’s 

estimate. He replied, “Some of the higher end predictions that we have been 
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hearing recently, such as the notion that it will take several hundred thousand 

U.S. troops to provide stability in post-Saddam Iraq, are wildly off the mark.”37 

on the same day that wolfowitz criticized Shinseki, rumsfeld also did so in a 

press conference: “what is, I think, reasonably certain is the idea that it would 

take several hundred thousand U.S. force I think is far off the mark.”38

 In an “end of tour memorandum” to rumsfeld, General Shinseki explained, 

“I didn’t feel that there was a ‘right’ answer on the number of forces required 

to stabilize Iraq until the commander on the ground had the chance to con-

duct both his mission analysis and a troop to task assessment . . . . My estimate, 

based on past experiences, was provided in a way so as not to foreclose options 

for you or the Combatant Commander.”39 In his memoirs, lieutenant Gen-

eral ricardo Sanchez, the commander of U.S. military forces in Iraq, remarked, 

“Those critical remarks by rumsfeld and wolfowitz sent a chilling message to 

junior generals like me. They basically said the army’s generals had question-

able credibility with senior civilian leadership of the Department of Defense.”40 

Political scientist Dale Herspring has commented, “This was probably the worst 

public rebuke of a senior military leader by a civilian since President Truman 

fired Douglas Macarthur in 191.”41 Shinseki’s estimate was in keeping with his 

constitutional and legal duty, since all three- and four-star general officers must 

swear in writing as part of the confirmation process that they will render their 

best military opinion even if it conflicts with administration policy. In his case, 

General Shinseki acted honorably and in accordance with his legal obligations 

and was proved correct by ensuing events.

 Those with experience in recent nation-building efforts agreed with Shinse-

ki’s estimate. Dr. Joseph Collins, the first deputy assistant secretary of defense 

for stability operations, did not accept the rumsfeld-wolfowitz view that a war 

with Iraq could be won with a relatively small number of troops.42 Major Gen-

eral william nash, who had commanded U.S. peacekeeping forces in Bosnia, 

advocated “going in hard” as the U.S. had done in Bosnia in order to assert 

and maintain control; such an approach would require a minimum of 200,000 

troops for several years.43 General wesley Clark, who commanded military 

operations against Serbia during the Kosovo war, indicated that 200,000 to 

20,000 troops would be required for multiple years. The consensus of opinion 

supported General Shinseki, but the secretary of defense and his deputy dis-

agreed.

 In the end, the U.S. attacked Iraq with a force of 1,000 troops in five di-

visions, compared with the 60,000 troops in fourteen divisions in the first 
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Gulf war.44 as General Barry McCaffrey, one of the most aggressive generals 

in the first Gulf war, noted, the Bush administration “chose to go into battle 

with a ground combat capability that was inadequate, unless their assumptions 

proved out.” Unfortunately, those assumptions were unrealistic, which contrib-

uted to postwar problems of reconstruction and nation-building.

The reception of american Soldiers

 a further assumption was that american soldiers in Iraq would be welcomed 

and greeted as liberators rather than as occupiers. The mental image was of 

normandy in June 19 following the D-Day landings to liberate German-oc-

cupied France. The month before the United States invaded Iraq, Paul wolfo-

witz assured the Congress, “I am reasonably certain that they [the Iraqi people] 

will greet us as liberators, and they will help us keep the troop commitments 

down.”45 Three days before the start of the war, Vice President Cheney said on 

Meet the Press, “My belief is we will, in fact, be greeted as liberators.”46 Iraqi 

exiles in the United States assured members of the Bush administration that 2 

million Iraqis “would rush to the side of a U.S.-supported opposition.”47

 The related assumption was that the ensuing occupation of Iraq would 

be similar to the post–world war II occupations. Several months before the 

invasion, Kanan Makiya, the author of an influential study of Saddam Hus-

sein’s Iraq, stated that Iraqis would greet american troops “with flowers and 

sweets.”48 Two days before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, an army ground com-

mander contacted the army war College and requested copies of the manuals 

that had been used in the american occupation of Germany.49 Marc Garlasco, 

a Department of Defense intelligence analyst noted, “[we] really thought it was 

Paris in the Second world war, where people are gonna be throwing flowers, 

and welcoming the U.S. or at least that’s what the policymakers thought.”50 

officials going to Iraq to work for the Coalition Provisional authority (CPa) 

were reported to be reading books on the post–world war II occupations of 

Germany and Japan, and one of ambassador Bremer’s advisors, Hume Horan, 

told him, “‘They’re calling you the ‘Macarthur of Baghdad,’ Jerry.”51

 It is curious that CPa officials would turn to analyses of the post–world 

war II occupations of Germany and Japan—curious, because at least one of 

those studies, anthropologist ruth Benedict’s The Chrysanthemum and the 

Sword: Patterns of Japanese Culture, was written during the war at the request 

of the Department of war Information and became an important influence 
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on american policymakers planning the occupation of Japan.52 american pol-

icymakers in 19 had the foresight to employ a respected social scientist to 

analyze the elements of Japanese culture and, importantly, based many of the 

ideas of the occupation on this analysis. In contrast to this, the key U.S. leaders 

making decisions on Iraq chose to ignore the most extensive study concerning 

postwar Iraq, the Future of Iraq Project.

 There were some american policymakers who questioned both the assump-

tion that the Iraqis would support the U.S. invasion and that the occupation of 

Iraq could be compared to world war II. Secretary of State Powell, for example, 

“thought that wolfowitz was talking as if 2 million Iraqis would rush to the 

side of a U.S.-supported opposition. In his opinion, it was one of the most ab-

surd, strategically unsound proposals he had ever heard.”53

 It is interesting that american officials consistently referred to the occupa-

tions of Germany and Japan as if they were similar or even the same, for there 

were significant differences between German and Japanese political cultures 

and the occupation strategies that the U.S. developed and implemented in each 

case. In Japan, General Douglas Macarthur assumed almost absolute control 

of Japan and gradually introduced democratic mechanisms into a society that 

had little previous direct experience with democracy. In contrast to Japan, Ger-

many had some experience with democracy during the weimar period preced-

ing world war II; indeed, some political scientists consider the weimar consti-

tution to be a model democratic constitution.

 Both Germany and Japan had surrendered unconditionally in world war 

II, so there was no question about who had won the war and who would make 

decisions after the war. In addition, both Germany and Japan were ethnically 

homogeneous compared with the ethnically mixed composition of Iraq, which 

was a very different case in these respects, but those who assumed that it would 

be like Germany and Japan did not recognize or adequately appreciate these 

significant differences. as George Tenet noted, “The assumption the U.S. gov-

ernment was working under was that this [occupation of Iraq] was going to 

be like the occupation of Germany, a supine country at our feet that we could 

remake in essentially whatever way we chose.” Clearly, that was not to be.

 of course, the difference between the occupations of Germany and Japan 

and Iraq was, among other factors, the size of the occupation forces. at the end 

of world war II, the United States used a large occupation force for Germany 

and Japan, and the size of these forces contributed to the success of the occu-

pation. The rumsfeld war plans for afghanistan and Iraq failed to provide the 
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necessary number of forces for Phase IV of the two wars. In effect, the United 

States accomplished its immediate, military objectives but failed to achieve its 

longer-term strategic goals.

The role of expatriate leaders

 rumsfeld and wolfowitz may have believed that the U.S. needed only 

100,000 troops for the invasion because they assumed that Iraqis would wel-

come american forces, and they believed this because they trusted expatriate 

leaders who assured them that this would be the case. In afghanistan, the Bush 

administration depended on and supported Hamad Karzai to organize and 

lead the government founded after the fall of the Taliban.

 In Iraq, the Bush administration depended on ahmad Chalabi and the Iraqi 

national Congress. according to Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy Doug-

las Feith, there were five main anti-Saddam Iraqi opposition groups: (1) the 

Iraqi national Congress (InC) led by Chalabi, (2) the Iraqi national accord 

led by ayad allawi, (3) the Kurdish Democratic Party led by Massoud Barzani, 

() the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan led by Jalal Talabani, and () the Supreme 

Council for the Islamic revolution, a Shia group.54

 Particular departments and bureaucracies within the U.S. government 

backed different groups. For example, the State Department provided millions 

of dollars in aid to Chalabi and the Iraqi national Congress, but then backed 

away from this support when it appeared that Chalabi and the InC were mis-

using funds. The CIa favored ayad allawi, and both Vice President Cheney and 

the Defense Department favored Chalabi. a Middle east expert who signifi-

cantly influenced Cheney was Fouad ajami, whom Chalabi’s biographer has 

called “a cheerleader of Chalabi’s.”55 richard Perle, an influential neoconserva-

tive and the chairman of the Defense Policy Board in the Pentagon, was par-

ticularly enamored of Chalabi. even after questions were raised about Chalabi, 

Perle came to his defense: “The arguments about Chalabi have been without 

substance . . . . He is far and away the most effective individual that we could 

have hoped would emerge in Iraq . . . . In my view, the person most likely to 

give us reliable advice is ahmad Chalabi.”56 In addition to Perle, wolfowitz also 

supported Chalabi; in fact, they had been in graduate school at the University 

of Chicago together.57

 not all american policymakers, even those within the Department of De-

fense, had the same high opinion of Chalabi as those in the vice president’s 
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and secretary of defense’s offices. General Zinni characterized the members of 

InC as “rolex wearing, silk-suited guys in london,” and General Franks called 

Chalabi a “Gucci leader” who “would never be able to unite the ethnic and 

religious factions” of Iraq.”58 General Franks’ Central Command deputy, lieu-

tenant General Delong, was also critical of Chalabi: “wolfowitz, I believe, put 

too much weight on the promises of Iraqi exiles, ahmad Chalabi most of all . 

. . . wolfowitz trusted him, which was unfortunate, because most of Chalabi’s 

information has turned out to be suspect, and the CIa and State Department 

never thought highly of him.”59 Marc Garlasco, a former defense intelligence 

officer, had equally critical comments about the members of the Iraqi national 

Congress, who were “at best, I think, . . . they were liars. and at worst, they were 

provocateurs.”60

 For Chalabi, what intelligence and assurances he and the members of the 

InC gave american government officials was secondary to the objective that 

was achieved: “as far as we’re concerned, we have been entirely successful. The 

tyrant Saddam is gone and the americans are in Baghdad. what was said be-

fore is not important.”61

 Chalabi’s importance should not be underestimated. according to Charles 

Ferguson, the author and filmmaker of No End in Sight, “The most impor-

tant source of unrealistic optimism about postwar Iraq was ahmad Chalabi, 

the Iraqi exile who exerted enormous influence upon the white House and 

Pentagon.”62 according to his biographer, “There are few foreigners who have 

had as much impact as ahmad Chalabi has had on U.S. government policy 

and perhaps even on U.S. history.”63 american ambassador Peter Galbraith has 

concluded, “If it were not for him, the United States military likely would not 

be in Iraq today.”64

The establishment of Democracy

 If Iraq were going to be like Germany and Japan, then it was assumed that 

democracy would take hold in Iraq and would spread from there to the rest 

of the Middle east just as democracy took hold in Germany and Japan after 

world war II and then spread to neighboring countries. During the cold war, 

american policymakers feared that communism would spread from country to 

country and that once one country fell to communism, others would, like fall-

ing dominoes, also fall to communism. In his attempt to convince Congress to 

approve appropriations to provide aid to the Greek and Turkish governments 
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in order to oppose communist movements, Dean acheson used a similar, but 

different, analogy:

no time was left for measured appraisal. In the past eighteen months, I said, Soviet 

pressure on the Straits, on Iran, and on northern Greece had brought the Balkans 

to the point where a highly possible Soviet break-through might open three conti-

nents to Soviet penetration. like apples in a barrel infected by one rotten one, the 

corruption of Greece would infect Iran and all to the east. It would carry infection 

to africa through asia Minor and egypt, and to europe through Italy and France.65

The theory was that the attraction of democracy would cause it to spread across 

the Middle east, a kind of democratic domino theory. The empirical evidence 

for this assumption was weak if not nonexistent, but it became a powerful ar-

gument in favor of attacking Iraq and overthrowing Saddam Hussein.

 In october 2002, Vice President Cheney told an interviewer that he expected 

the United States to shape an Iraq “that is democratic and pluralistic, a nation 

where the human rights of every ethnic and religious group are recognized 

and respected.”66 reality, however, proved to be much different than Cheney’s 

optimistic assumption. when the national Intelligence Council sponsored a 

study published in January 2003 entitled “Can Iraq ever Become a Democ-

racy?” it concluded: “Iraqi political culture is so imbued with norms alien to the 

democratic experience . . . that it may resist the most vigorous and prolonged 

democratic treatments.”67 By March 2003, even President Bush recognized the 

possibility that robust democracy might not result from the U.S. invasion and 

occupation of Iraq: “The important thing is to win the peace. I don’t expect 

Thomas Jefferson to come out of this, but I believe people will be free.”68

The Costs of the wars

 of course, the spread of democracy was the political solution to afghan-

istan’s and Iraq’s problems in the view of neoconservatives. what about the 

economic questions related to the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, how much 

would the invasions and occupations cost, and how would afghanistan and 

Iraq support themselves after the wars?

 Members of the Bush administration assumed that the cost of the wars in 

afghanistan and Iraq would be minimal. There was some basis for such a hope, 

since the first Gulf war cost a total of $ billion and of this, american coali-

tion partners, most prominently Saudi arabia, Kuwait, and Japan, reimbursed 
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the U.S. $0 billion. So, the first war against Iraq cost the U.S. a total of approxi-

mately $ billion. after the war, the U.S. and its coalition partners imposed no-

fly zones in northern and southern Iraq, and the cost of maintaining these was 

about $1 billion per year. other american military operations such as exercises 

in Kuwait cost another $00 million per year, so the total for maintaining U.S. 

military operations in the 1991–2002 period was approximately $1. billion per 

year.69

 as the Bush administration’s plans for going to war against Iraq were con-

sidered, the potential costs of the war were raised. In September 2002, just as 

the administration was, according to former white House Press Secretary Scott 

McClellan, launching “its campaign to convince americans that war with Iraq 

was inevitable and necessary,” lawrence lindsay, one of Bush’s chief economic 

advisers, told a Wall Street Journal reporter that the likely costs to the U.S. of 

a war with Iraq would be between $100 and $200 billion, and that even this 

amount would probably not have a significant effect on the american econ-

omy because it represented only 1 to 2 percent of U.S. gross domestic prod-

uct.70 when told about lindsay’s comments, Bush was angry and commented, 

“It’s unacceptable . . . . He shouldn’t be talking about that.”71 lindsay was rep-

rimanded and within four months had resigned under pressure and left the 

administration. Ironically, lindsay’s estimate was mistaken; it was off by at least 

an order of magnitude, since the total cost of the war was later estimated to be 

$3 trillion.72

 Members of the Bush administration made another key economic assump-

tion: that postwar reconstruction would be “self-financed” through the export 

of Iraqi oil. Colonel Paul agoglia, who served as the Central Command’s liai-

son to the Coalition Provisional authority, recalled, “now there were folks in 

wolfowitz’s office [who] said that it [sales of Iraqi oil] could pay for the whole 

thing [the reconstruction of Iraq].”73 wolfowitz assured Congress that Iraq was 

“a country that can really finance its own reconstruction, and relatively soon.”74 

Following the invasion, however, american petroleum specialists found that 

the Iraqi oil industry was out of date and that much of the equipment needed 

extensive repair or replacement, so this assumption proved to be mistaken as 

well, as even ambassador Bremer candidly recognized: “reality on the ground 

made a fantasy of the rosy prewar scenario under which Iraq would be pay-

ing for its own reconstruction through oil exports within weeks or months of 

liberation. we were clearly involved in a long-term project of nation-building 

here, like it or not.”75
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assuming the Best Case

 In national security planning, the United States government consistently 

and prudently assumes the worst case; after all, if the worst case assumption 

proves false, the U.S. would have spent extra money, but its survival would 

not be threatened. This was the principle that was followed throughout the 

cold war and the planning assumption that resulted in high defense spend-

ing. when it came to Iraq, however, the Bush administration abandoned worst 

case planning assumptions and replaced them with best case assumptions that 

turned out to be wildly unrealistic. In particular, President Bush was consis-

tently optimistic even when facts on the ground in Iraq challenged this view. 

as Thomas ricks has noted, “[T]he Bush administration engaged in sustained 

self-deception over the threat presented by Iraq and the difficulties of occupy-

ing the country.”76 ambassador Galbraith observed, “President Bush and his 

top advisors have consistently substituted wishful thinking for analysis and 

hope for strategy.”77 of all the mistaken assumptions that the members of the 

Bush administration made about Iraq, their consistent tendency to assume the 

best case may be the most serious.

 Charles Duelfer, the veteran U.S. government official whom President Bush 

appointed to evaluate the evidence related to suspected Iraqi weapons of mass 

destruction, has noted:

western thought is filled with assumptions, like the operating system of our com-

puters, we have logic and assumptions that are virtually built in. we have been ap-

plying them successfully so long in our own frame of reference that we forget they 

are present and shape our thinking and conclusions.78

The Bush administration made a number of assumptions prior to invading and 

occupying afghanistan and Iraq. Indeed, some of the assumptions that policy-

makers made about Iraq resulted from the american experience in afghanistan, 

and several of these assumptions were deeply flawed. For example, only a small 

number of forces were used to destroy al Qaeda training bases and topple the 

Taliban government in afghanistan, and consequently, american policymakers 

concluded that only a relatively small number of american forces were needed 

to topple Saddam Hussein. In addition, U.S. officials focused myopically on 

the acute, military phase of the wars, and in afghanistan’s case they assumed 

that the success of the kinetic phase of the war would be permanent. They were 

correct in a narrow, military sense; however, if victory in war includes a stable 
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postwar environment following the kinetic phase, then surely they were short-

sighted. Just as one operating system for one computer will not work on an-

other computer, assumptions from one war cannot be applied to another; one 

size definitely does not fit all. when the assumptions from afghanistan were 

applied to Iraq, they did not apply, and the results were disastrous.

 The Bush administration assumed that 9/11 and Iraq were linked, that the 

revolution in military affairs would enable the U.S. to invade and defeat Iraq 

quickly and with relatively few costs, that the occupation would be similar to 

that in Germany and Japan, that democracy would take hold in Iraq and then 

spread throughout the Middle east, and that Iraq reconstruction would be fi-

nanced by the sale of Iraqi oil. observers noted that the Bush administration’s 

foreign policy was “faith-based” rather than reality-based.79 Plans built on faith 

and erroneous assumptions cannot succeed, and in the Iraq war the most basic 

assumptions were mistaken and doomed the american effort from the start. 

according to CIa Director Tenet, “we followed a policy built on hope rather 

than fact.”80
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8 intelligence

In his Instructions for His Generals of 177, Frederick the Great noted:

Knowledge of the country is to a general what a musket is to an infantryman and 

what the rules of arithmetic are to a geometrician. If he does not know the country 

he will do nothing but make gross mistakes . . . . Therefore study the country where 

you are going to act.1

 The process of gaining knowledge about “the country where you are go-

ing to act” involves the collection, analysis, and dissemination of information, 

and modern states devote substantial technical and human resources to this 

endeavor. of course, the quality of the data collected is key to the entire intel-

ligence process; if the information collected is irrelevant or erroneous, then 

no amount of sophisticated analysis will improve it, and such data can lead to 

costly mistakes and misguided policies. The importance of intelligence, par-

ticularly concerning terrorism, cannot be over-rated. In conventional interstate 

war, one generally knows where the enemy is, and it is difficult to kill him. with 

terrorism, it’s the opposite problem: it is relatively easy to kill terrorists but 

difficult to find them. For this reason, intelligence enabling the U.S. to find ter-

rorists is vital, and the United States government invests a substantial amount 

to obtain intelligence: an estimated $7 billion per year, an amount that is 20 

percent of the amount prior to 9/11. In addition, 236 U.S. government agencies 

were created or reorganized in response to 9/11.2

 The collection and analysis of data is difficult enough; it is made even more 

so by the deliberate attempt to influence or mislead actual or potential op-

ponents. For example, in March 1917, President woodrow wilson made public 

the supposed secret “Zimmermann telegram,” which was a pledge from Ger-

man Foreign Minister arthur Zimmermann to the German minister in Mexico 

promising that Germany would cede the southwestern United States to Mexico 
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if it would enter the war on the axis side. although the British had intercepted 

and deciphered the telegram in January 1917, they waited until February 2 to 

present it to President wilson. on March 1, the american press published ac-

counts of the telegram, and six weeks later the U.S. declared war on Germany. 

according to intelligence expert David Kahn, author of The Codebreakers, “no 

other single cryptanalysis has had such enormous consequences.”3

 High quality, accurate intelligence is very desirable; however, it is rarely 

available because secrets are closely guarded, since they concern the security 

of states or other groups. In this chapter, the following topics are examined: 

(1) the nature and importance of intelligence, (2) past intelligence failures, (3) 

intelligence concerning al Qaeda, afghanistan, and Pakistan, () intelligence 

leading up to the outbreak of the Iraq war, and () the issue of weapons of 

mass destruction (wMD).

The nature and Importance of Intelligence

 By definition, intelligence is a process fraught with uncertainty and ambigu-

ity. as former U.S. and Un weapons inspector and intelligence official Charles 

Duelfer has noted, “‘Intelligence’ will always be incomplete. It is only a ques-

tion of how, and to what degree. Some knowable facts may be missed. Incorrect 

meanings may be attached to known facts. Insufficient energy may be devoted 

to delving into the reasons for facts.”4 The difficulties of obtaining accurate 

intelligence are heightened when analyzing repressive, closed societies or or-

ganizations, such as Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, al Qaeda, Mullah omar’s Taliban, 

or the Soviet Union and the People’s republic of China during the cold war, a 

point that Vice President Cheney recognized explicitly in 2002: “Intelligence is 

an uncertain business, even in the best of circumstances. This is especially the 

case when you are dealing with a totalitarian regime that has made a science 

out of deceiving the international community.”5 Those who studied the USSr 

had to infer conclusions based on a paucity of hard evidence. Thus, so-called 

Kremlinologists would study the arrangement of leaders standing on lenin’s 

Mausoleum at the annual May Day parade in Moscow in order to infer which 

Soviet leaders were the most powerful. Sinologists would comb through vari-

ous issues of Chinese Communist Party and governmental publications and 

compare what articles were published and if there were any subtle or significant 

changes in the published versions of party leaders’ speeches. The attempt to 

gain information and understanding about other countries became even more 
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esoteric; for example, the Central Intelligence agency had a group of analysts 

who specialized in determining what goods were carried in particular types of 

crates. These analysts were very busy in october 1962 analyzing the crates car-

ried on Soviet ships to Cuba. Given the size and shape of the crates and based 

on photographs of other crates, the CIa analysts determined that the crates on 

the ships could be carrying offensive ballistic missiles.6

 For the first century of its existence, the United States had no permanent 

intelligence collecting organization; instead, various governmental bureaucra-

cies collected, analyzed, and disseminated intelligence concerning actual or po-

tential enemies. In 1882, the first permanent intelligence organization in the 

U.S. government, the office of naval Intelligence, was founded, and during 

world war I, the army established its own intelligence agency. In 1908, the at-

torney general appointed a group of Department of Justice agents to conduct 

investigations; one year later the Bureau of Investigations, the forerunner of 

the Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI), was established. over time, the or-

ganizational culture of the FBI became oriented to collecting evidence so that 

criminals could be successfully prosecuted in court. The FBI took on the added 

responsibility of a domestic intelligence organization, but this function was 

secondary within the organizational priorities and culture of the FBI. as for-

mer vice chairman of the national Intelligence Council, Gregory Treverton, has 

noted: “Understanding the Cold war FBI through its intelligence function, I 

realized after September 11, was like trying to understand the national Football 

league by interviewing the place-kickers. Intelligence may have been impor-

tant, but it was not central.”7 In short, “[l]aw enforcement and intelligence are 

different worlds, with different missions, operating codes, and standards.”8

 In the Second world war, with the backing of President Franklin D. roos-

evelt, Colonel william Donovan founded the office of Strategic Services (oSS), 

which was responsible for collecting information and planning and imple-

menting intelligence operations overseas. Donovan was able to recruit a di-

verse and talented group of people including the Marxist philosopher Herbert 

Marcuse, Julia Child, and wall Street lawyer (and later CIa Director) william 

Casey. The oSS sponsored daring operations into axis-occupied countries, and 

many agents paid for their participation with their lives. The reason that the 

United States and other governments went to extremes to collect, analyze, and 

store intelligence information is that it could make a great deal of difference in 

countries’ interactions with one another, particularly during wartime. Histo-

rians now believe that the breaking of the German and Japanese codes by the 
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allies in world war II made a significant difference in the war.9 an interesting, 

successful counterpoint to this example was the use of the native-american 

“code talkers” in the Pacific to thwart the Japanese breaking of U.S. military 

tactical communications.10

 reflecting americans’ traditional distrust of power in the hands of a central 

government and having witnessed the radical abuses of power of the Gestapo 

in nazi Germany, the U.S. disbanded oSS at the end of the war. However, with 

the onset of the cold war in 196–7, american policymakers realized that there 

was a vital need for foreign, as well as domestic, intelligence. In 197, Congress 

passed the national Security act establishing the Central Intelligence agency 

(CIa), whose director was given the responsibility for heading both the CIa 

and all other activities of the U.S. government that focused on the collection 

and analysis of foreign intelligence. over time, fourteen additional intelligence 

organizations were established within the U.S. government, including the 

national Security agency (nSa), the Defense Intelligence agency (DIa), the 

national reconnaissance office (nro), the national Geospatial Intelligence 

agency, and the Bureau of Intelligence and research within the State Depart-

ment. as of 2003, the intelligence agencies under the Department of Defense 

accounted for approximately 80 percent of U.S. spending for intelligence.11 

according to its charter, the CIa was prohibited from conducting operations 

within the United States. Thus, the FBI was given the responsibility of collect-

ing domestic intelligence and the CIa foreign intelligence.

 Throughout the cold war, intelligence activities were directed by states 

against other states, and most intelligence collection directly or indirectly 

concerned military activities. In contrast to the period that followed it, intel-

ligence collection was straightforward. For example, CIa agents knew many of 

their opposing Soviet KGB agents and in some cases even communicated with 

them.12 This was possible because they came from similar, albeit different, cul-

tures and represented similar types of states—great powers. In addition, during 

the cold war, states posed the greatest threat to the United States. while other 

individuals and organizations may have posed some type of threat, it was only 

states that posed an existential threat to the U.S.

 There are six principal means that organizations use to collect intelligence. 

of course, the oldest way of gaining intelligence is through the use of spies, a 

technique that is documented at least back to old Testament times, when God 

commanded Moses to send twelve spies into the land of Canaan; they returned 

to the Israelites and overestimated the strength of the Canaanites, perhaps the 
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first recorded instance of intelligence being used to influence policy.13 ever 

since that time, spies have provided valuable information; for example, prior to 

and during the Cuban missile crisis, a Soviet colonel and member of the Soviet 

General Staff, oleg Penkovskii, provided important information about Soviet 

war plans. He was the highest-ranking known Soviet spy for the U.S. through-

out the cold war, although Polish Colonel ryszard Kuklinski may have pro-

vided even more valuable information.14 Julius and ethel rosenberg provided 

the USSr with information about the american nuclear weapons program, 

enabling the Soviet Union to develop nuclear weapons faster than it otherwise 

would have been able to do.15

 The information provided by spies is called “human intelligence” or “HU-

MInT” within the intelligence community, and the Directorate of operations 

within the CIa has been principally responsible for collecting this type of intel-

ligence. It is relatively easy to place a spy in an open society such as the United 

States and more difficult to place a spy in a closed society or group. another 

difficulty is identifying the important sectors of a particular society. Journalist 

Steve Coll has noted the problem that american intelligence faced in dealing 

with the post–cold war Middle east: “american arabists had studied the Middle 

east for decades through a Cold war lens, their vision narrowed by continuous 

intimate contact with secular arab elites. american spies and strategists rarely 

entered the lower-middle class mosques of algiers, Tunis, Cairo, Karachi, or 

Jeddah.”16 In retrospect, it is hard to fault american intelligence officials be-

cause their principal goal in the Middle east was to prevent the expansion of 

Soviet power and influence in the region. In the case of Pakistan, american 

intelligence officials depended upon their counterparts in Pakistani intelligence 

agencies, the most important of which was the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) 

directorate. about 80 percent of the personnel in ISI are seconded from the 

military services. During the cold war, the U.S. depended upon ISI, the princi-

pal Pakistani intelligence agency for foreign intelligence, for information about 

topics of mutual interest and concern such as the USSr and China.17

 one of the reasons that the United States intelligence agencies had such a 

difficult time obtaining reliable, accurate intelligence about al Qaeda is that 

osama bin laden relied only on trusted aides. Coll has noted, “Bin laden prac-

ticed intensive operational security. He was wary of telephones. He allowed no 

afghans into his personal bodyguard, only arabs he had known and trusted 

for many years.”18 as author lawrence wright has noted, “The fact was that the 

CIa had no one inside al Qaeda or the Taliban security that surrounded bin 
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laden.”19 Following the attacks on the U.S. on September 11, 2001, al Qaeda’s 

intent was clear; however, the U.S. did not know its capability. During the cold 

war, the opposite was the case: the U.S. had a good idea of the Soviet Union’s 

capabilities, but did not know its leaders’ intent. Despite these difficulties, it 

was clear that intelligence was important in the war on terror; according to 

richard Haass, “Intelligence, I predicted, would prove to be the most valuable 

tool against terrorists.”20

 Similarly, the U.S. had difficulty obtaining reliable intelligence about Sad-

dam Hussein because he, for understandable reasons, was paranoid about 

threats to him and his regime and relied almost exclusively on long-time close 

associates and those from his tribe and hometown of Tikrit. as a result, it 

was almost impossible for the CIa or other western intelligence agencies to 

obtain information about Saddam’s inner circle, his intentions, or his where-

abouts.

 as technological capabilities developed during the cold war, the U.S. relied 

increasingly on a second type of intelligence, “signals intelligence” (SIGInT), 

consisting of the collection and analysis of electronic information. U.S. intel-

ligence agencies pioneered the development of this form of intelligence and 

developed truly impressive capabilities. For example, for decades the national 

Security agency has monitored international telephone calls and facsimile 

transmissions.21 The magnitude of monitoring telephone, fax, and internet 

communications is daunting; in 200 experts estimated that 9 trillion email 

messages were sent in the U.S. annually and that americans make almost a 

billion cell phone calls and more than a billion land-line calls per day.22 The 

collection capabilities of the national Security agency, however, are mind-bog-

gling; even prior to 9/11, nSa could collect (as opposed to analyze) the equiva-

lent of the complete holdings of the library of Congress in three hours.23 In 

July 2010, Dana Priest and william arkin of the Washington Post reported that 

nSa intercepts and stores 1.7 billion emails, calls, and other communications 

per day.24

 a third type of intelligence consists of images and photographs collected by 

high-flying airplanes such as the U-2 or Sr-71 or satellites. Such “image intel-

ligence” (IMInT) played a key role in many of the conflicts of the cold war. 

For example, during the tense days of october 1962 when the USSr had tried 

secretly to deploy intermediate and medium-range ballistic missiles to Cuba, 

the U.S. representative to the United nations, adlai Stevenson, dramatically 

presented photographic evidence of Soviet troops and equipment in Cuba, 
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evidence that strengthened the U.S. case and international support. Satellites 

were instrumental in providing the verification means for modern arms con-

trol agreements, a case of technology assisting with the control and limitation 

of weapons. Today, the reported resolution of satellite photographs is a six-inch 

square, and no longer are satellite photographs solely produced by countries; a 

number of commercial organizations, such as the French company SPoT, sell 

satellite photos. The internet source Google earth provides satellite photos on 

the internet of many places in the world free of charge. within the U.S. govern-

ment, the national Geospatial Intelligence agency is principally responsible for 

IMInT.

 a fourth means of obtaining information is through open, unclassified 

sources such as published government reports, statistics, newspaper and maga-

zine articles, radio and television broadcasts, and internet blogs and postings. 

In fact, much of the information that intelligence organizations rely on comes 

from open source intelligence (oSInT), and the job of analysts relying pri-

marily on unclassified information is similar to that of academics who depend 

on similar sources. In a closed organization or country, however, open sources 

have a limited capability of providing valuable information, and some closed 

societies, such as the People’s republic of China, limit information both com-

ing into and going out of their countries. Terrorist groups such as al Qaeda use 

the internet as a propaganda tool and as a means of communicating with its 

members, but such communication is often encrypted. al Qaeda has used a 

sophisticated encryption technology known as steganography that allowed its 

leaders to hide messages within photographs on the internet.25 open sources 

did not prove to be very valuable in analyzing Iraq under Saddam Hussein, 

who used open sources as a means of propaganda and disinformation rather 

than as a means for conveying accurate information.

 a fifth source of intelligence is technical intelligence (TeCHInT), which re-

fers to the information about the characteristics and capabilities of equipment 

and weapons used by the military forces of foreign countries. Such intelligence 

enables a country to develop countermeasures, to prevent technological sur-

prise, and to evaluate foreign scientific and technical accomplishments.

 a sixth source of intelligence is measurement and signature intelligence 

(MaSInT), which enables countries to identify and describe targets through 

distinctive characteristics. MaSInT and technical intelligence can be closely 

related. a technical intelligence analyst could draw conclusions from the exam-

ination of an actual piece of military equipment, whereas the MaSInT analyst 
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must draw conclusions from information that sensors collect remotely, includ-

ing electro-optical, geophysical, composition of materials, radiation character-

istics, radar, and radio frequencies.26 In its review of intelligence capabilities of 

the U.S. regarding weapons of mass destruction, the Silberman-robb commis-

sion on weapons of mass destruction concluded, “The collection of technolo-

gies known as MaSInT, which includes a virtual grab bag of advanced collec-

tion and analytic methods, is not yet making a significant contribution to our 

intelligence efforts. In Iraq, MaSInT played a negligible role.”27

Intelligence Failures

 Throughout history, states have suffered intelligence failures that were costly 

in both human and material resources, and these failures have often left an 

indelible impression on national memories and psyches. For example, in 190, 

Japan launched a surprise attack against the russian naval fleet at Port arthur 

and wiped it out. This set the stage for Japan’s defeat of russia, the first defeat 

of a european power by an asian power, and this event made a deep impres-

sion on asians as well as russians; for example, the former long-time head of 

the Soviet navy, admiral Sergei Gorshkov, mentioned this event in nearly every 

speech he gave and every article he wrote.28 nazi Germany’s successful surprise 

attack of the USSr in June 191 underscored the Soviets’ fear of surprise at-

tack.29

 Similarly traumatic for americans was the Japanese surprise attack on Pearl 

Harbor of December 7, 191, a day that according to President Franklin roos-

evelt would “live in infamy.” within five years of the attack, there were four of-

ficial investigations into the reasons for the intelligence failure leading to Pearl 

Harbor. These investigations blamed the military commanders in Hawaii, ad-

miral Husband Kimmel and General walter Short, as those primarily responsi-

ble for the failure to anticipate the Japanese attack. In an exhaustive review and 

analysis of the investigations and data, however, roberta wohlstetter concluded 

that the local commanders were not primarily at fault, but that the “signals to 

noise ratio” and the compartmentalization of relevant information prior to the 

attack led to the intelligence failure.30

 The Japanese surprise attacks on Port arthur and Pearl Harbor and the Ger-

man attack on the USSr of June 191 caused Soviet and american policymak-

ers to be fixated on the possibility and threat of surprise attack throughout the 

cold war. with the advent of nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them 
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with ballistic missiles, the cost of and vulnerability to surprise attack became 

significantly greater than before, and policymakers and defense analysts in both 

countries sought ways to deal with this threat.31 over time, the doctrine of mu-

tual assured destruction was developed, and it was based on the fundamental 

assumption that one country could absorb a first strike and respond with an 

effective counterattack. However, if a surprise attack proved to be devastatingly 

effective, then the fundamental assumption of american nuclear policy would 

be moot. Therefore, one of the principal reasons that the U.S. government es-

tablished the CIa was to lessen the probability of a successful surprise attack.

 The failure to anticipate surprise attack was not the only substantive intel-

ligence failure that the U.S. has suffered. For example, none of the U.S. intel-

ligence agencies predicted the fall of communism in eastern europe and the 

disintegration of the Soviet Union itself. These were failures of strategic in-

telligence and were particularly remarkable given the fact that the american 

intelligence community had devoted most of its resources and attention to the 

analysis of the USSr and its allies since the inception of the cold war.

 The United States and russia have not been the only countries that have suf-

fered traumatic intelligence failures. For example, in october 1973, egypt and 

Syria jointly attacked Israel on one of the holiest days of the Jewish calendar, 

yom Kippur. Having decisively defeated arab forces in 198 and 1967, Israeli 

leaders were shocked when egypt and Syria were able to stage a devastating and 

successful surprise attack against Israel. During the first week of the war, it ap-

peared that Israel might lose the war; however, the tide of the war then turned, 

and after several weeks, Israel prevailed. But the human and material cost was 

high, and following the war, a former member of the Israeli Supreme Court 

conducted an official governmental inquiry.32 The conclusion of the agranat 

Commission was that the chief of staff of the Israeli Defense Forces, David ela-

zar, and the head of Israeli military intelligence, General eli Zeira, were primar-

ily responsible for the failure to anticipate the arab attack, a conclusion similar 

to the one following investigations of Pearl Harbor in that military leaders were 

blamed for the intelligence failures.

 The principal objective of the CIa since its founding was to avoid a surprise 

attack, yet, as one examines history it seems that intelligence failures and suc-

cessful surprise attacks are inevitable, as Columbia University political scientist 

richard Betts has shown.33 This, however, should not be unexpected given the 

inherent uncertainties of the intelligence process.
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Intelligence Concerning afghanistan and Pakistan

 In the 1980s, the U.S. government relied increasingly on satellite reconnais-

sance and the monitoring of electronic communications, which the intelligence 

community referred to as “national technical means of verification.” CIa Di-

rector Stansfield Turner, in particular, emphasized this approach to intelligence 

collection by retiring or firing 820 CIa spies, an action that many bitterly criti-

cized.34 a number of Turner’s successors as CIa director, such as John Deutsch, 

also emphasized technical means of obtaining intelligence; Deutsch described 

himself as “a technical guy, a satellite guy, a SIGInT guy.”35 other intelligence 

officials, such as william Casey, resisted this orientation. according to Steve 

Coll, “The CIa in the 1990s was generally seen by intelligence specialists as 

strong on technology and mediocre at human intelligence operations against 

hard targets.”36 By the mid-1990s there were 800 case officers throughout the 

world, a reduction of 2 percent from the days of the cold war, and by 199, the 

CIa was training only twelve new case officers per year at its training facility at 

Camp Peary outside of williamsburg, Virginia.

 During the Soviet-afghan war, the CIa maintained an active HUMInT pro-

gram with members of the mujahideen, providing them with supplies, weap-

ons, and, starting in 1986, Stinger shoulder-fired, surface-to-air missiles. The 

CIa’s and Saudi arabia’s assistance to the mujahideen was funneled through 

Pakistan’s ISI, which had close relationships with the mujahideen because ISI 

had provided support for them for decades. There were several reasons for 

this support. Many of the ISI officers were religious fundamentalists and had 

similar beliefs, so there was a common religious orientation. as Charles Co-

gan, who was the chief of the near east and South asia Division of the CIa’s 

Directorate of operations from 1979 to 198, has noted, “The afghan resistance 

to the Soviet presence was propelled by Islamism, as well as by nationalism.”37 

In addition, many ISI officers viewed the mujahideen as a means of pressur-

ing India over Kashmir. and, of course, the mujahideen had been the principal 

opponents of the Soviet occupation of afghanistan and provided, therefore, 

proxy forces for opposing the Soviet Union.

 at the end of the war, however, american interest in afghanistan waned, and 

the CIa substantially reduced its programs and activities in afghanistan and its 

support of the ISI in Pakistan. as former CIa operative Gary Schroen noted, 

“The events in afghanistan in the mid-1990s were back-page news at best, just 

another civil war among squabbling warlords in a country so devastated and 
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backward that there was little or nothing to fight over.”38 Several CIa officers, 

however, maintained their ties to mujahideen leaders, and when the agency 

wanted to renew its activities in afghanistan following the bombing of the 

american embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in august 1998, they were able to 

do so. In 1999, the national Security Council approved information collection 

activities in afghanistan, and five CIa teams were sent into the Panjshir Valley 

in early 1999 to establish contacts and collect information from the northern 

alliance. In addition, the CIa attempted to recruit sources among various seg-

ments of afghan society including tribal leaders, the Taliban, al Qaeda, busi-

nessmen, and soldiers. according to former CIa official Henry Crumpton, 

“This network ranged from fully vetted, reliable, well-trained, courageous for-

eign nationals to transient, unscrupulous mercenaries . . . . By September 2001, 

the CIa had more than one hundred sources and subsources throughout the 

country.”39

 after a thirty-five year career in the CIa at age fifty-nine, veteran operative 

Gary Schroen was getting ready to retire; however, on the morning of Sep-

tember 11, his plans changed dramatically. Schroen was one of the CIa agents 

who had maintained contact with members of the mujahideen following the 

afghan war, and the agency called on its long-time operative to spearhead the 

agency’s efforts to re-establish contact and work with the northern alliance, 

the group of Tajiks, Uzbeks, and others who opposed the Taliban. This group 

had good reason to increase its opposition to the Taliban, for on September 9, 

2001, just two days before the attacks on the United States, al Qaeda terrorists 

had assassinated ahmad Shah Massoud, the revered leader of the northern al-

liance. Schroen and his fellow CIa operatives worked in concert with american 

Special Forces soldiers, the northern alliance forces, anti-Pashtun tribes fight-

ing under Hamid Karzai, and U.S. air Force and navy bombers to pinpoint 

and destroy enemy forces. By December 2001, these forces had destroyed the 

Taliban regime and al Qaeda training camps and killed an estimated ,000 to 

10,000 enemy forces. In addition, more than ,000 prisoners were captured, and 

even though osama bin laden eluded capture or death, his deputy, Moham-

med atef, was killed. an estimated 2 percent of Taliban and al Qaeda leaders 

were either captured or killed.40

 Human intelligence was key to U.S. operations in afghanistan, and was sup-

plemented by other forms of intelligence. SIGInT was used to track cell phone 

usage by known or suspected terrorists, and this information was used to locate 

them. For example, in June 2006, the U.S. military located al Qaeda leader abu 
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Musab al-Zarqawi and used this information to attack and kill him.41 Follow-

ing this and other attacks, members of al Qaeda only rarely used cell phones 

and relied on couriers instead. as a result of U.S. actions, al Qaeda’s command 

and control was significantly degraded. american policymakers had used im-

age intelligence from satellites and U-2 aircraft (IMInT) to examine al Qaeda 

training camps and buildings, but it could not be used to identify individuals. 

Something with greater resolution and an ability to get closer to the target was 

needed. Since the early 1980s, CIa official Dewey Clarridge had supported a 

program to develop pilotless drones to search for american hostages in leba-

non.42 The CIa also experimented with arming the drones with small rockets, 

but they were very inaccurate. Parallel to the CIa’s drone program, the ad-

vanced research Projects agency in the Department of Defense was also de-

veloping an unmanned drone called amber. over time, this program became 

the Predator, which was first deployed to a conflict in Bosnia in 199. Predators 

were very slow-flying, about seventy miles per hour, but they had the ability 

to loiter over a target for up to twenty-four hours. In the Kosovo conflict of 

1999, the air Force equipped Predators with laser target finders and satellite 

links that would make highly accurate bombing operations possible, although 

Predators were not used for bombing in the Kosovo conflict. In the summer 

of 2000, Uzbekistan agreed to allow secret Predator flights into afghanistan to 

search for bin laden.

 over time, the Predator became one of the chief means that the United States 

employed for both gathering intelligence and for targeted killings, not only in 

afghanistan but also in Pakistan. The Predator provided the United States the 

ability to hunt and kill terrorists who sought refuge in Pakistan without risk-

ing the capture or killing of american forces going into Pakistani territory 

and reducing political sensitivities for the Pakistani government. according to 

a senior Defense Department official, “The [unmanned aircraft] technology 

allows us to project power without vulnerability.”43 another military official 

commented, “Predators and other unmanned aircraft have just revolutionized 

our ability to provide a constant stare against our enemy. The next sensors, 

mark my words, are going to be equally revolutionary.”44 Predators and their 

follow-ons were not particularly hi-tech; in fact, the air Force initially was not 

very enthusiastic about the unmanned drone program; however, over time U.S. 

government officials, including air Force officers, recognized the advantages of 

the drone program: it was a relatively low-tech platform equipped with high-

tech sensors and weapons.
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 after several years of successfully employing Predators in afghanistan, the 

U.S. developed and deployed a larger, high-flying unmanned aircraft, the MQ-

9 reaper, which has a maximum altitude of 0,000 feet and a top speed of 20 

miles per hour compared with the Predator’s maximum ceiling of 2,000 feet 

and 13 miles per hour. The United States carried out nine drone strikes in 

the period from 200 through 2007, thirty-four in 2008, fifty-three in 2009, 

and 101 from January through mid-november 2010. an estimated 1,11 to 1,712 

people were killed by these strikes, and of these between 803 and 1,182 were 

identified as militants in the press.45 The capabilities of more recently deployed 

unmanned aircraft have also been improved so that they are able to intercept 

electronic communications from cell phones, radios, and other communica-

tion devices. Unmanned aircraft have proved their worth in afghanistan; in 

2006, the air Force was able to fly six drones at a time, and by 2009 thirty-eight 

could be flown at a time. In February 2010, Secretary of Defense Gates during a 

visit to Pakistan disclosed that the U.S. would provide a dozen unarmed drones 

to the Pakistani government for reconnaissance and surveillance.46 By 2011, the 

U.S. air Force plans to be able to fly fifty at a time. once in office, the obama 

administration significantly increased its reliance on drones both to gain intel-

ligence and to stage attacks on targets even inside of Pakistan. In fact, from 

200 through 2010, the U.S. staged more than 10 drone strikes in Pakistan.47

 It is ironic that afghanistan, one of the world’s poorest, least developed 

countries, has been an area in which the United States and its allies have effec-

tively deployed and utilized high-tech weapons systems: first the Stinger sur-

face-to-air missile against Soviet aircraft and more recently unmanned aircraft 

against terrorist targets in both afghanistan and Pakistan. The Stinger was a 

significant factor in the defeat of the Soviets. It remains to be seen if unmanned 

aircraft will play a similarly significant role in the war on terrorists.

Intelligence Concerning Iraq

 By 2002 the CIa had only one spy inside Iraq. By the time Baghdad fell in 

2003, the CIa station in Baghdad had only four case officers who were fluent 

in arabic.48 Given the shortage of case officers who were fluent in arabic and 

able to fit into Iraqi society, it is not surprising that the CIa had a difficult time 

gaining accurate intelligence on Iraq. ambassador Paul Bremer, the head of 

the Coalition Provisional authority, noted, “[a] major concern was the lack of 

precise intelligence on the nature of the enemy.”49
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 Central to the Bush Doctrine was preemption or, more accurately, preventive 

war; namely, that the United States would use military force against threats that 

it considered as imminent and substantial. one of the main requirements of pre-

ventive war is intelligence about the capabilities and intentions of potential en-

emies. Former Bush administration State Department official richard Haass has 

noted, “[G]ood intelligence is central to the argument for preventive war,”50 a sen-

timent echoed by General wesley Clark: “It seems to me that the larger the scale 

of preemption, the greater the weight of evidence has to be.”51 Former U.S. weap-

ons inspector David Kay has made a similar point even more strongly: “If you 

cannot rely on good accurate intelligence that is credible to the american people 

and to others abroad, you certainly cannot have a policy of preemption.”52

 The focus on Iraq was strengthened by the belief that Iraq possessed weap-

ons of mass destruction (wMD), a belief that was held by United nations in-

spectors and american and other governmental and nongovernmental ana-

lysts. as Professor robert Jervis, a respected academic analyst of intelligence, 

has noted, “It appears that the belief that Iraq had active wMD programs was 

held by all intelligence services, even those of countries that opposed the war.”53 

This belief increased the fear that al Qaeda could possibly obtain wMD from 

Saddam, and if this were done, the potential damage that al Qaeda could inflict 

would make the losses of 9/11 pale by comparison. Saddam actually encouraged 

the belief that Iraq possessed wMD in order to deter both the United States 

and Iran, with disastrous results for him and his country.54 Jervis contends, 

“Perhaps the most studied intelligence failure since Pearl Harbor is the mis-

judgment of Iraq’s programs for weapons of mass destruction.”55 The indepen-

dent weapons of mass destruction (Silberman-robb) commission “concluded 

that the intelligence community’s failure on the Iraqi nuclear issue was perhaps 

the most damaging of any of its errors during the run-up to the Iraq war.”56

 on august 26, 2002, Vice President Cheney confidently announced, “Sim-

ply stated, there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now has weapons of mass 

destruction . . . . There is no doubt that he is amassing them to use against our 

friends, against our allies and against us.”57 In october 2002, a national In-

telligence estimate (nIe), the formal assessment of the U.S. intelligence com-

munity, stated that Iraq “is reconstituting its nuclear program.”58 lieutenant 

General Mike Delong, the deputy commander of the Central Command from 

2000 to 2003, noted in his memoirs, “we [in CenTCoM] were sure that Iraq 

had wMD.”59 In January 2003, Paul wolfowitz stated, “There is incontrovert-

ible evidence that the Iraqi regime still possesses such [nuclear] weapons.”60 
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That same month, arab allies of the U.S. also warned Central Command 

commander General Franks that Saddam had weapons of mass destruction. 

King abdullah of Jordan claimed: “From reliable intelligence sources, I believe 

the Iraqis are hiding chemical and biological weapons,” and President Hosni 

Mubarak of egypt said Saddam Hussein “is a madman. He has wMD—bio-

logicals, actually—and he will use them on your troops.”61 In the months fol-

lowing 9/11 both Jordan and egypt had provided valuable intelligence to the 

U.S. as a consequence the warnings from abdullah and Mubarak were taken 

seriously, and who, besides another arab state, could have better intelligence 

about Iraq? Thus, by early 2003, the message was loud and clear: Saddam Hus-

sein possessed weapons of mass destruction (certainly biological and chemical 

weapons) and was possibly several years away from developing and deploy-

ing nuclear weapons. These weapons posed a clear and present danger to the 

United States. what was the basis for these claims and to what extent were they 

simply a means that the Bush administration used to gain public support for 

invading Iraq? By 2003, U.S. intelligence agencies had concluded that Saddam 

had wMD, and this conclusion was a result of experience analyzing data from 

Iraq, inspections conducted by the United nations, and Saddam’s deceptions. 

There were, however, very few american intelligence agents in Iraq to confirm 

the U.S. government’s conclusions.

 Because of the paucity of agents in Iraq, the U.S. government came to rely 

on several Iraqi exiles for intelligence on Iraq. an Iraqi living in Germany, rafid 

ahmed alwan, fled Iraq and went to Germany when he learned that an ar-

rest warrant had been issued that charged him with stealing camera equip-

ment. once in Germany, he made contact with Germany’s Federal Intelligence 

Service, known by its acronym in German as the BnD, and told agents that 

he had intelligence on Iraqi weapons of mass destruction.62 alwan was given 

the codename “Curveball,” and he reported that Iraq had mobile biological 

weapons laboratories that enabled the Iraqis to avoid detection by the United 

nations weapons inspectors. This intelligence made its way into the october 

2002 national Intelligence estimate, which noted that Iraq has “transportable 

facilities for producing bacterial and toxin Bw [biological weapons] agents.”63 

Curveball’s claim became an important part of Secretary of State Powell’s pre-

sentation to the United nations of February 2003, just weeks prior to the start 

of the war. Curveball remained in Germany where he has washed dishes in 

a Chinese restaurant, worked as a cook at McDonald’s and Burger King, and 

baked pretzels in a bakery. But he did no more intelligence work.64
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 a second Iraqi exile on whom the Department of Defense and the vice 

president’s office depended for intelligence was ahmad Chalabi. He and his 

Shia family left Iraq in 198, and he grew up in Britain and the United States. 

He earned a doctorate in mathematics from the University of Chicago and 

pursued a number of business ventures in the Middle east. In Jordan, Cha-

labi was convicted of wrongdoing in connection with the failure of Petra 

Bank. after the first Gulf war, he helped to found, with the CIa’s assistance, 

the Iraqi national Congress. He claimed to have substantial support in Iraq, 

and Chalabi was successful in convincing the vice president’s office and the 

Department of Defense of his bona fides. among Chalabi’s plans was one to 

create an “Iraqi Freedom Force” which he indicated would consist of 1,000 

Iraqi exiles. DoD supported this and assigned 800 american military officers 

to train the Iraqi exile force. By the time the war started, there were a grand 

total of seventy-seven Iraqi exiles who constituted the entirety of the Iraqi 

Freedom Force.65 Chalabi also provided intelligence that proved to be inac-

curate or downright false concerning supposed Iraqi wMD. In retrospect, 

much, if not most, of Chalabi’s “intelligence” proved to be inaccurate or self-

serving.

 rumsfeld and his closest aides in the Department of Defense did not have 

high confidence in the intelligence assessments of the CIa and the State De-

partment, and this distrust went back decades. In 1976, conservatives pressured 

President Ford to establish an independent group, referred to as “Team B,” to 

provide an assessment of intelligence independent of the U.S. intelligence com-

munity. In 1998, a similar commission consisting of conservatives and chaired 

by Donald rumsfeld was founded to assess the need for national missile de-

fense, which the commission wound up recommending. wolfowitz had been 

a member of both Team B and the rumsfeld Commission. So, conservatives’ 

distrust of the CIa was long-standing and deeply held. according to richard 

Perle, “let me be blunt about this: The level of competence on past perfor-

mance of the Central Intelligence agency, in this [wMD in Iraq] is appalling.”66 

as a result of this distrust, some members of the Bush administration turned to 

sources other than the CIa for information and intelligence.

 Four months after the 9/11 attacks, wolfowitz sent a memo to Douglas Feith, 

the Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy, demanding that his office pull to-

gether intelligence linking al Qaeda and Iraq.67 Several reporters, most notably 

Seymour Hersh, wrote articles that characterized the purpose of this new of-

fice of Special Plans as being to compete with the CIa and State Department 
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as a source of intelligence on Iraq.68 However, the office was, in fact, the “Iraq 

shop” within Feith’s office, and not the “mini-intelligence agency” that some 

journalists and politicians criticized.

 The tension between the Department of Defense and the CIa was palpable. 

Tenet referred derisively to papers coming out of the office of the under-sec-

retary for policy as “Feith-based” analysis.69 Dr. Gregory Treverton, a former 

intelligence official and ranD analyst commenting on the tendency to “cherry 

pick” intelligence, noted: “[T]he cherries were not just picked, but also grown 

. . . . Some of the evidence supporting those cherries was rotten, provided by 

ahmed Chalabi and the Iraqi national Congress, which had long been dis-

credited in the eyes of the mainline intelligence agencies.”70 Feith’s office was 

so controversial that the DoD Inspector General investigated the office and 

issued a report indicating that the establishment and operations of the office 

were, while not illegal, certainly highly unorthodox.71

 The CIa, Iraqi exiles, and Feith’s office of Special Plans were not the only 

sources of intelligence for the U.S. government. The FBI also conducted intel-

ligence-gathering operations within the United States and had a great deal of 

information on suspected terrorists and foreign agents. But there was a prover-

bial (and legal) wall that separated the FBI and the CIa. later investigations 

would criticize the failure of the FBI and the CIa to share information as the 

problem of “stove-piping”; important information was simply not shared be-

tween the two organizations. This was not a strategic blunder; rather, the wall 

between domestic and foreign intelligence had been intentionally built when 

the CIa was founded in 197, and it was maintained throughout the cold war. 

on 9/11 that wall failed to defend the United States and, in fact, contributed to 

the success of the attacks.

 United nations inspectors had been in Iraq from the end of the first Gulf 

war in 1991, and they shared intelligence information with american intelli-

gence agencies, including the CIa.72 In 1998 Saddam kicked the Un inspectors 

out of the country, and many were convinced that Iraq possessed wMD.73 at a 

minimum, the inspectors who were part of the United nations Special Com-

mission (UnSCoM), the organization established to oversee and implement 

the disarmament of Iraq, concluded, “Iraq had not convincingly accounted for 

wMD programs.”74 american allies in the region thought that Saddam had 

weapons of mass destruction, and the warnings and the evidence that he saw 

led CenTCoM commander Franks to conclude, “I had no doubt wMD would 

be used against us in the days ahead.”75
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 There were two indicators of a possible Iraqi nuclear program that became 

important in the debate over the possible Iraqi development and possession 

of nuclear weapons: uranium from niger and aluminum tubes used for repro-

cessing uranium and producing weapons grade fissile material. In September 

2002, just one week before the anniversary of the 9/11 attacks, New York Times 

journalists Judith Miller and Michael Gordon published a report that Iraq 

was trying to purchase aluminum tubes to be used in centrifuges.76 Members 

of the Bush administration appeared on the major Sunday television news 

programs to underscore the importance of this development. Condoleezza 

rice warned, “There will always be some uncertainty about how quickly [Sad-

dam] can acquire nuclear weapons. But we don’t want the smoking gun to be 

a mushroom cloud.”77 Donald rumsfeld’s warning was no less frightening: 

“Imagine a September eleventh with weapons of mass destruction. It’s not 

three thousand [killed]—it’s tens of thousands of innocent men, women, and 

children.”78 The american government scientists in the Department of energy 

who knew the most about the technical aspects of reprocessing did not believe 

that the tubes could be used for reprocessing. They believed, instead, that they 

were designed to be used in artillery rockets, which later analysis proved to be 

the case.79

 In January 2002, Cheney’s office received documents via British and Italian 

intelligence agencies indicating that Iraq was trying to purchase “yellow cake” 

(uranium oxide, a precursor of fissile material) from niger. The documents 

were passed on to the CIa, which enlisted a retired diplomat, Joseph wilson, 

who had previously served as U.S. ambassador to three different african coun-

tries.80 The CIa commissioned wilson to go to niger in February 2002, and 

he concluded that the documents were forgeries and without merit, the same 

conclusion that Mohammed elBaradei, the head of the International atomic 

energy agency, had reached.81 Despite wilson’s report, the British government 

released a report in September that mentioned the Iraqi purchase of uranium 

from niger. when he presented his evidence indicating that Iraq was devel-

oping weapons of mass destruction to the United nations in February 2003, 

Secretary of State Powell presented the story of uranium from niger. ambas-

sador wilson later went public and published an article in the New York Times, 

“what I Didn’t Find in africa.”82 Members of the Bush administration were 

furious with wilson—so angry, in fact, that they revealed to several journalists 

that wilson’s wife, Valerie Plame, was a covert CIa operative, who worked on 

nonproliferation issues, a disclosure that was against the law. The FBI opened a 
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case in order to determine who leaked this classified information, and eventu-

ally the vice president’s principal aide, lewis “Scooter” libby, was convicted of 

lying to the FBI.

 The most dramatic moment of the entire debate over weapons of mass de-

struction occurred when Colin Powell went to the United nations to present 

the evidence on which the United States was basing its case against Iraq. Pow-

ell and his staff worked very hard on the presentation and removed much of 

the material suggested by DoD and Vice President Cheney’s office. Depending 

heavily on information provided by the Iraqi exile codenamed Curveball, Sec-

retary Powell contended that Iraq possessed mobile biological weapons labora-

tories and showed photos of what he contended were these labs. “There can be 

no doubt,” Powell told the Security Council, “that Saddam Hussein has biologi-

cal weapons and the capacity to produce more, many more.”83 In the end, much 

of what Powell presented was false, and this episode became the low point of 

his otherwise distinguished career.

 In historical retrospect, it is interesting to consider the reason that the Bush 

administration focused so intently on the wMD issue. an obvious reason was 

the substantial threat weapons of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists 

posed to the security of the U.S. Terrorists had definitively and devastatingly 

demonstrated that they had the ability to attack the U.S. successfully on 9/11, 

and the administration was determined to do all that it could to prevent a 

much worse attack on the U.S. The american public would not support going 

to war simply to remove a given leader or to establish democracy in another 

country. Therefore, the imminent threat to the security of the United States 

had to be front and center as the rationale for going to war. In addition, wol-

fowitz pointed out another reason: “The truth is that for reasons that have a 

lot to do with the U.S. government bureaucracy, we settled on the one issue 

that everyone could agree on, which was weapons of mass destruction.”84 or 

in other words, wMD was the least common denominator when considering 

the threat posed by Iraq. although some critics charged that the Bush admin-

istration “manufactured” the wMD threat, there is little evidence of this. as 

former State Department official and adviser to Colin Powell, richard Haass, 

recalled, “I know of no attempt to falsify intelligence by anyone in the U.S. gov-

ernment. It was more a case of people selecting (‘cherry picking’) reports that 

supported a certain position and going with them despite questions about their 

accuracy.”85

 In addition to the wMD issue, members of the Bush administration sought 



Issues 

146

to use intelligence in order to prove the assumption that al Qaeda and Iraq 

were linked. Following the 9/11 attacks on the U.S., the Bush administration 

enlisted former CIa Director James woolsey to investigate the possible links 

between Iraq and the attacks. woolsey’s principal evidence for such a link was 

a meeting that supposedly took place in Prague in april 2001 between the chief 

9/11 hijacker, Mohammed atta, and an Iraqi intelligence official, ahmad Khalil 

Ibrahim Samir al ani. once this was investigated, Czech officials found no evi-

dence for the meeting, and subsequent investigation uncovered evidence (re-

ceipts and travel documents) that, in fact, atta was in the U.S. at the time of the 

supposed meeting. The 9/11 Commission concluded, “The available evidence 

does not support the original Czech report of an atta-ani meeting.”86 The CIa 

looked into the Prague meeting and concluded there was “no evidence that 

Iraq has engaged in terrorist operations against the United States in nearly a 

decade, and the agency is also convinced that President Saddam Hussein has 

not provided chemical or biological weapons to al Qaeda or related terror-

ist groups.”87 on october 7, 2002, President Bush claimed, “Iraq has trained 

al Qaeda members in bomb-making and poisons and deadly gas.” He also as-

serted, “we know that Iraq and the al Qaeda terrorist network share a common 

enemy: The United States of america.”88 after he retired from the CIa, Dr. Paul 

Pillar, the national intelligence officer for the near east and South asia, com-

mented, “Intelligence was misused publicly to justify decisions that had already 

been made.”89 In the end, the United States did not find wMD in Iraq, and, 

with the exception of a small number of arabs in the al Qaeda–affiliated ansar 

al-Islam group on the Iran-Iraq border, al Qaeda did not have much of a pres-

ence in Iraq before the war.90

 why did the administration focus on the issue of wMD, almost to the ex-

clusion of all other issues? First, members of the administration and their crit-

ics believed that Iraq possessed wMD, which posed an imminent threat to the 

United States. Second, members of the Bush administration linked al Qaeda 

and Iraq and warned of the threat of terrorists obtaining wMD. Third, impor-

tant members of the Bush administration, most significantly the Department 

of Defense and Vice President Cheney and his office, relied on what turned 

out to be inaccurate intelligence reports from Iraqis including the agent code-

named Curveball and ahmed Chalabi. The fourth reason was a political ar-

gument: wMD was the “least common denominator,” and among american 

political leaders there was a solid, bipartisan consensus on the need to confront 

Iraq, enforce the disarmament of Iraq, and remove Saddam from office. The 
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possibility that Saddam possessed weapons of mass destruction was a terrifying 

prospect to republicans and Democrats alike.

 In the end, the two intelligence chiefs of the two principal members of the 

coalition were very critical of the use of intelligence by their governments. Sir 

richard Dearlove, according to George Tenet, “believed that the crowd around 

the vice president was playing fast and loose with the intelligence” and that 

Scooter libby had tried to convince Dearlove that there was a connection be-

tween Iraq and al Qaeda.91 For his part, in his memoirs, Tenet acknowledged 

the shortcomings of the CIa and also repeatedly noted a central problem of 

intelligence in the Bush administration: “Policy makers have a right to their 

own opinions, but not their own set of facts.”92

Investigating the 9/11 and Iraq Intelligence Failures

 Professor robert Jervis has noted that 9/11 and wMD in Iraq were two of 

the greatest intelligence failures in U.S. history.93 If intelligence failures leading 

to successful surprise attacks are inevitable, as richard Betts contends, then just 

as inevitable are the inquiries, fact-finding commissions, and parliamentary 

or congressional hearings called to investigate the causes for the failure and 

to present recommendations on how such failures could be avoided in the fu-

ture.

 Fourteen months after the attacks on the United States of September 11, 

2001, the president and the Congress established a commission to investigate 

the causes of the attacks. The commission was co-chaired by former repub-

lican new Jersey Governor Thomas Kean and long-time Democratic Con-

gressman lee Hamilton.94 In addition, there were four republican and four 

Democratic members on the commission, which interviewed more than 1,200 

individuals in ten countries and reviewed more than 2. million pages of docu-

ments. The final report of the commission was hailed as one of the most com-

prehensive, incisive governmental reports ever written. Parts of the report read 

like a novel, although sadly, this was nonfiction and not a Hollywood thriller. 

The commission presented forty-two recommendations focusing on terrorists 

and their organizations, preventing the growth of Islamist terrorism, protect-

ing and preparing for terrorist attacks, organizing the government to deal with 

the terrorist threat, improving intelligence, and improving congressional over-

sight.95 In broad terms, the commission recommended the creation of a new 

organization, the Department of Homeland Security, and the establishment of 



Issues 

148

a new director of national intelligence who would be responsible for overseeing 

the activities of the existing fifteen intelligence agencies of the U.S. government 

concerned with intelligence. More specifically, the 9/11 Commission recom-

mended:

 • establishing a national Counterterrorism Center responsible for both joint 

operational planning and joint intelligence collection;

 • establishing other national intelligence centers modeled on the national 

Counterterrorism Center but focusing on different issues;

 • Maintaining the director of the CIa as primarily responsible for improving 

the espionage capability of the U.S.;

 • rethinking and revising the “wall” that existed between the FBI (respon-

sible for domestic intelligence) and the CIa (responsible for foreign intel-

ligence);

 • retaining the FBI as the principal U.S. domestic intelligence agency and re-

jecting the establishment of a separate domestic intelligence organization 

along the lines of the United Kingdom’s MI-.

 These recommendations were adopted, resulting in the most widespread re-

form of defense and intelligence organizations since the passage of the national 

Security act of 197. once established, the Department of Homeland Security 

brought together 180,000 employees from twenty-two disparate federal agen-

cies.

 at about the same time that the 9/11 Commission presented its report, the 

Bush administration was planning an attack on Iraq which was based on two 

fundamental assumptions: that Saddam Hussein was linked to al Qaeda and 

9/11 and that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction (wMD). The United 

States government was not the only international actor concerned about Iraq’s 

possible development of weapons of mass destruction. In 1968 Iraq had signed 

the nuclear non-Proliferation Treaty, which obligated it not to attempt to de-

velop nuclear weapons. The International atomic energy agency was responsi-

ble for monitoring Iraqi nuclear research and development to assure that these 

activities were not designed to develop nuclear weapons. Iraq’s observance of 

Iaea rules was spotty and intermittent, and due to this, the Iaea reports on 

Iraq were inconclusive. In fact, following the first Gulf war, american inspec-

tors “discovered an advanced nuclear weapons program that inspectors from 

the International atomic energy agency had previously failed to notice.”96

 From 1991 to 1997, Swedish diplomat rolf ekeus led UnSCoM, and he was 
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succeeded by australian diplomat richard Butler.97 reports surfaced that Un-

SCoM was cooperating with western intelligence agencies including the CIa 

and MI-6; for example, in March 1998, a CIa agent posing as a Un inspector 

installed an eavesdropping system to pick up the conversations of high-rank-

ing Iraqi officials in Baghdad.98 Following President Clinton’s signing of the 

Iraq liberation act in october 1998, Saddam Hussein ejected the members of 

UnSCoM from Iraq. a year later the United nations passed a new resolution 

that called for the lifting of sanctions on Iraq once it accepted new inspections. 

a new organization, the Un Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Com-

mission (UnMoVIC), was established under the direction of Dr. Hans Blix, a 

former head of the International atomic energy agency.99 even though Un-

MoVIC was established in 1999 and had a staff in place in new york at Un 

headquarters, it did not go to work until late 2002 when Saddam, under duress, 

admitted the inspectors into Iraq. although UnMoVIC stayed in business un-

til the american invasion of Iraq in March 2003, it did not uncover significant 

evidence of the existence of stockpiles of Iraqi weapons of mass destruction.

 Following the U.S. invasion of Iraq of March 2003, american forces made 

substantial efforts to locate wMD. when the military found no such weapons, 

the Iraq Study Group led by Dr. David Kay was established in June 2003 to 

search for wMD. when it was fully up and running, this organization had 1,00 

CIa and Pentagon analysts working for it. after eight months, Kay abruptly 

resigned from his position on January 23, 200, and told reporters that wMD 

stockpiles did not exist.100 The next day, Kay told the Senate armed Services 

Committee, “It turns out we were all wrong,” an assertion that challenged one 

of the fundamental reasons that the Bush administration had presented for go-

ing to war.

 The publicity engendered by Kay’s assertions caused President Bush in Feb-

ruary 200 to appoint another bipartisan governmental commission to review 

the evidence concerning wMD and to study how intelligence on newly emerg-

ing threats could be improved. Former acting attorney General and Federal 

appeals Court Judge laurence Silberman and former Virginia Senator and 

Governor Charles robb chaired the wMD commission, which made a number 

of significant recommendations, including suggestions concerning the organi-

zation of the FBI and CIa to collect and share information more effectively. as 

the commission concluded, “The intelligence failure in Iraq did not begin with 

faulty analysis. It began with a sweeping collection failure.”101

 as the Silberman-robb wMD commission embarked on its work, a number 
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of other organizations studied the wMD issue and coincidentally presented 

their conclusions in July 200. CIa Director George Tenet had tasked richard 

Kerr, the former deputy director of the agency, to conduct an in-house inves-

tigation concerning what had gone wrong with the CIa’s estimate of wMD in 

Iraq. Initially, the study was classified, although it was publicly released after 

two years. The study concluded that the CIa, born in the first days of the cold 

war, had not adapted to the fall of the Soviet Union, which had an impact on 

the agency “analogous to the effect of the meteor strikes on the dinosaurs.”102 

The same month Kerr’s report was completed, the Senate Select Committee on 

Intelligence also published a report on wMD in Iraq.103

 allied governments conducted their own reviews of the Iraqi intelligence 

failure. The British House of Commons conducted several investigations and 

issued reports; the most comprehensive of these was a report of a committee of 

privy counselors chaired by lord Butler.104 The Butler report was not as scath-

ing as the U.S. reports but was nevertheless critical of the process that led to the 

erroneous conclusions concerning wMD in Iraq, noting that part of the reason 

for erroneous conclusions stemmed from the paucity of human intelligence 

on Iraq wMD programs.105 The australian government conducted a parlia-

mentary investigation headed by former australian intelligence official Philip 

Flood and published its report in July 200, concluding, like the Butler report, 

that there were few reliable sources on Iraqi weapons of mass destruction.106 In 

2009, the Dutch government established a special committee chaired by wil-

librord Davids to investigate the events leading to the invasion, concluding that 

there was no basis in international law justifying the invasion.107 In June 2009, 

the British Prime Minister announced the establishment of an official inquiry 

to “identify the lessons that can be learned from the Iraq conflict.”108 Sir John 

Chilcot chaired the inquiry, and there were four other members: Sir lawrence 

Freedman, Sir Martin Gilbert, Sir roderic lyne, and Baroness Usha Prashar. 

The inquiry held a number of hearings, beginning in the fall of 2009 and con-

tinuing through most of 2010. a final report was expected to be published in 

late 2010 or early 2011.

 Consistent with past investigations of intelligence failures in both the United 

States and other countries, attention was focused on individual culpability. re-

spected Washington Post journalist and author Thomas ricks concluded, “re-

sponsibility for this low point in the history of U.S. intelligence must rest on the 

shoulders of George Tenet.”109 Tenet had served as CIa director for seven years 

during a period that was consistently intense and demanding; as he pointed out 



 Intelligence

151

in his memoirs, “Few understand the palpable sense of uncertainty and even 

fear that gripped those in the immediate aftermath of 9/11.”110 on July 8, 200, 

Tenet resigned. It was not coincidental that he resigned the same month that 

saw the release and publication of a cascade of critical studies and reports.

 as a result of the furor created by the Bush administration’s claims that Iraq 

possessed wMD and the findings of various Un, U.S., and other governmen-

tal agencies that Iraq did not have such weapons, President Bush appointed 

Charles Duelfer to succeed David Kay and commissioned him to study and 

reach definitive conclusions about the wMD issue. Duelfer began his work in 

January 200 and had 1,200 military and civilian personnel to support the work 

of his organization.111 President Bush saw Duelfer’s work as providing the last 

word on wMD; when asked in June 200 whether he thought that Saddam had 

possessed wMD, the president responded that he would “wait until Charlie 

gets back with the final report.”112 Based on exhaustive investigations of Iraq 

and extensive interviews with former Iraqi officials, including Saddam Hussein, 

Duelfer issued his 1,000-page report on September 30, 200.113 (when Duelfer 

appeared before a Senate committee to present the report, one senator com-

mented, “Mister Duelfer . . . your report . . . your report . . . . your report has 

well, it has a lot of words in it.”)114 The report concluded that Iraq had ended its 

program to develop nuclear weapons in 1991 following the first Gulf war and 

had no plans to restart it. Iraq’s last program to develop and produce biological 

weapons was destroyed in 1996, and Duelfer’s group found no evidence that 

Iraq was going to restart this program. Stockpiles of chemical weapons were 

destroyed in 1991, and there was evidence that Iraq had plans to resurrect this 

program once Un sanctions were lifted, which appeared to be Saddam’s princi-

pal objective. after exhaustive investigations and searches throughout Iraq, no 

actual weapons of mass destruction were found.

 at the beginning of this chapter, I quoted Frederick the Great, who advised 

that knowledge of “the country where you are going to act” is essential for suc-

cessful military operations. a contemporary analyst, ahmed Hashim, has de-

fined strategic intelligence as “our knowledge based on thorough education and 

language training of a general ‘area of responsibility’ (aor), and of a particular 

country and its mores, culture, strengths and vulnerabilities, peculiarities, and 

idiosyncrasies.”115 So what knowledge did american leaders have about Iraq? as 

noted in this chapter, there were a number of views within the U.S. intelligence 

community concerning Iraq’s capabilities and intentions, particularly as they 

related to wMD and al Qaeda. Some U.S. intelligence officials argued that Iraq 
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did not have wMD and that there was no al Qaeda–Iraq link, but officials in 

the Department of Defense and the vice president’s office held different views 

and were able to gain the support of President Bush.

 Charles Duelfer commented, “President Bush was making critical decisions 

based on no direct knowledge of the Iraqis in Iraq.”116 Duelfer was equally criti-

cal of the Pentagon’s leadership: “The oSD [office of the Secretary of Defense] 

pursued its objective with a theological zeal that did not admit contrary in-

dicators. The disaster of Iraq did not stem from miscalculations of wMD; it 

stemmed from complete ignorance of what dynamics existed in Iraq. This was 

a miscalculation of Saddam-like proportions.”117 To be fair, however, ameri-

can policymakers had a very difficult time knowing what was going on in Iraq 

given its closed, secretive nature and the disinformation propagated by the 

government. Two academic experts on intelligence, robert Jervis and richard 

Betts, concluded that given the evidence that was available and given Saddam’s 

previous pattern of behavior, the conclusion that Iraq was developing and hid-

ing wMD programs was a plausible conclusion even though it was wrong.118
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9 War Plans

once the fight starts, the one sure thing you can be sure of is that you cannot be 

sure of anything.
—Gen. Dwight David eisenhower

By the turn of the millennium, the United States possessed the most techno-

logically advanced and most powerful military forces in the world, and yale his-

torian Paul Kennedy claimed that the U.S. was the most powerful hegemon in 

world history. and yet, america’s power did not prevent the audacious attacks 

on the U.S. of September 11, 2001, which were perpetrated not by the hitherto 

predominant actors of international relations—states—but rather by a non-

state terrorist group. among the many vexing questions that the 9/11 attacks 

posed, one of the most immediate and important was how the United States 

should respond to the first major attack on its homeland in almost two centu-

ries. This chapter will describe the various military options for afghanistan and 

Iraq that policymakers in the U.S. government considered, which plans they 

chose and implemented, and finally will assess the effectiveness of these plans.

Dealing with osama bin laden and Saddam Hussein

 From the fall of the Berlin wall in november 1989 and the disintegration of 

the Soviet Union in December 1991, the international situation had been char-

acterized by what it was not: not the cold war, that is, but the “post–cold war” 

era. when terrorists forcibly took over and used four commercial airliners as 

manned missiles on September 11, 2001, the post–cold war era ended and a new 

era of international relations—the age of terror—began.

 as noted in Chapter 6, George w. Bush’s commencement address at west 

Point in June 2002 and the release of the National Security Strategy in Septem-

ber 2002 had the function of both laying out the administration’s foreign policy 
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and making the case for war against Iraq. How did the administration move 

toward war, and when was the decision made to go to war?

 By analyzing the evidence, it is now clear that the decision to attack Iraq was 

made in June or July 2002. Bush delivered the west Point address on June 1, 

laying the conceptual justification for attacking Iraq. on July 7, richard Haass, 

the director of policy planning in the State Department, went to see Condo-

leezza rice to make the case against going to war. Dr. rice told him to save 

his breath, that the “decisions were made” and that unless Iraq capitulated to 

U.S. demands, war was inevitable.1 In July, the head of British intelligence, Sir 

richard Dearlove, visited washington for consultations with his counterparts 

and other top Bush administration officials. His impressions were recorded in 

several memos to Prime Minister Tony Blair, which were later leaked to the 

press and came to be known as the “Downing Street memos.”2 Based on his 

conversations, Sir richard concluded that the U.S. was going to attack Iraq.

 In this chapter, I will examine the different strategies that the Bush admin-

istration considered for dealing with osama bin laden and Saddam Hussein 

and Iraq, and the way that the Bush administration’s plan played out.3 Broadly 

speaking, dating back to the first Gulf war, six different strategies were con-

sidered: (1) contain and deter Iraq, (2) assassination or coup d’état, (3) em-

ploy limited, highly mobile Special Forces, () implement a counterinsurgency 

strategy, () adopt a conventional strategy employing overwhelming military 

force, and (6) utilize a small armored force and exploit the advantages offered 

by the revolution in military affairs.

1.  Contain and Deter

 In January 1991, the United States and thirty-eight other countries attacked 

Iraqi forces to force them to withdraw from Kuwait, an action supported by 

thirteen different Un resolutions. But these resolutions did not support the 

overthrow of Saddam Hussein or the taking of Baghdad. There were under-

standable reasons why the United States did not favor eliminating Saddam, for 

doing so could have enabled the Shia in Iraq to come to power and ally with 

Iran. or, if the Iraqi government were eliminated, then a power vacuum in a 

vital region containing a majority of the world’s oil reserves would have been 

created. as a result, the George H. w. Bush administration was unwilling to go 

beyond the mandate provided by the United nations. In their coauthored book 

published in 1998, George H. w. Bush and Brent Scowcroft recalled:
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while we hoped that a popular revolt or coup would topple Saddam, neither the 

United States nor the countries of the region wished to see the breakup of the Iraqi 

state . . . . Going in and occupying Iraq, thus unilaterally exceeding the United na-

tions mandate, would have destroyed the precedent of international response to 

aggression that we hoped to establish. Had we gone the invasion route, the United 

States could conceivably still [in 1998] be an occupying power in a bitterly hostile 

land.4

General norman Schwarzkopf, the overall commander of U.S. and coalition 

forces in the first Gulf war, indicated the reasons why the objectives were lim-

ited:

Had the United States and the United Kingdom gone on alone to capture Baghdad 

. . . we would have been considered occupying powers and therefore would have 

been responsible for all the costs of maintaining or restoring government, educa-

tion, and other services for the people of Iraq. From the brief time we did spend 

occupying Iraqi territory after the war, I am certain that had we taken all of Iraq, 

we would have been like the dinosaur in the tar pit—we would still be there, and 

we, not the United nations, would be bearing the costs of that occupation. This is 

a burden I am sure the beleaguered american taxpayer would not have been happy 

to take on.5

according to richard Haass, “The truth is there was no interest in going to 

Baghdad. I do not recall any dissent on this point . . . . we would have become 

an occupying power in a hostile land with no exit strategy.”6 However, there 

were some in the administration, most notably Paul wolfowitz, who favored 

removing Saddam from power, but the administration’s policy was to contain 

and deter Iraq from expanding its territory or influence. once in office, the 

Clinton administration essentially continued the contain-and-deter policy of 

the George H. w. Bush administration, although the administration applied 

the policy to Iran as well as Iraq in a policy it referred to as “dual contain-

ment.”7

2.  assassination or Coup d’État

 Following the 1998 attacks on the american embassies in Tanzania and 

Kenya, U.S. government officials considered ordering assassination attempts on 

bin laden.8 In his memoir, President Clinton wrote that his goal was “to wipe 

out much of the al Qaeda leadership,”9 and in her memoir, Secretary of State 

Madeleine albright recalled that Clinton explicitly authorized the use of force 
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to capture or kill bin laden and his subordinates.10 In addition, there were re-

ports that the CIa hired the private security contractor Blackwater to locate 

and assassinate top leaders of al Qaeda.11 Soon after the 9/11 attacks, 60 percent 

of americans supported the assassination of foreign leaders, presumably in-

cluding Saddam, in order to achieve victory. By contrast, in 1981, a Gallup poll 

had found that 82 percent of americans opposed political assassinations under 

all circumstances.12

 Following the first Gulf war, George H. w. Bush called on the Iraqi people 

to rise up against Saddam, and in response, the Kurds in the north and the Shia 

in the south demonstrated against Saddam and the Baathist controlled govern-

ment. Saddam reacted immediately and brutally and repressed the fledgling 

revolt within seven weeks. reformists would not be in a position for several 

years to stage another revolt.

 During and at the end of the 1991 Iraq war, leading members of the coalition 

openly expressed their hope for a new Iraqi leader; in January 1991, former Brit-

ish Prime Minister John Major told the House of Commons: “I very strongly 

suspect that he [Saddam] may yet become a target of his own people . . . . It is 

perfectly clear that this man is amoral. He takes hostages. He attacks popula-

tion centres. He threatens prisoners. He is a man without pity and, whatever his 

fate may be, I for one, will not weep for him.”13 President George H. w. Bush 

commented that it would “be a heck of a lot easier if he and that [Baathist] 

leadership were not in power in Iraq.”14

 one possible way to get rid of Saddam was to assassinate him; in fact, dur-

ing the 1980s there had been at least four different assassination attempts. In 

July 1982 Saddam’s motorcade was attacked; in 198 in Tikrit, Saddam’s native 

city, a car packed with explosives was parked along Saddam’s motorcade but 

detonated before Saddam entered the city. In addition, there were assassination 

attempts in 198 and 1987.15 These were all attempts, presumably, by Iraqis. U.S. 

law formally prohibited such action. In response to revelations that the CIa 

had planned several assassination plots against Fidel Castro, President Gerald 

r. Ford issued executive order 1190, which banned assassinations in 1976, a 

prohibition that was reinforced by President reagan with executive order 12333 

in 1981. In the mid-1990s, there were reports that a CIa agent, robert Baer, had 

initiated an assassination plot against Saddam, which was blocked by Clinton’s 

national security affairs adviser, anthony lake.16

 By 199, three options for overthrowing Saddam were being prepared.17 In 

november 199, an Iraqi major general who had served as an adviser to Sad-
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dam defected to the Kurdish area of Iraq and began to plan for the overthrow 

of Saddam. His plan called for three experienced combat units—the 76th Bri-

gade, the 1th Infantry Division, and the th Mechanized Division—to attack 

Saddam’s forces and to foment dissention.

 Jalal Talabani, the head of the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), had a 

second plan for getting rid of Saddam, focusing on an attack on Iraq’s V Corps, 

which was the main Iraqi military force confronting Kurdish forces. accord-

ing to Talabani, “entire companies, even divisions, will surrender at the first 

shot.”18 The only problem was that Talabani’s forces consisted of only 2,000 

lightly armed Kurdish fighters called peshmerga.

 Several Iraqi exiles were also working on plans; they wanted to re-enter Iraq 

and form a force to overthrow Saddam. ahmed Chalabi, a Shia Iraqi whose 

family left Iraq when he was thirteen years old, was elected president of the Iraqi 

national Congress in 1992 and was well connected in washington, particularly 

in the Pentagon and Vice President Cheney’s office. Following the Kurdish and 

Shia revolt of early 1991, Chalabi had written a paper entitled “end Game,” call-

ing for Kurdish forces under Talabani and Masoud Barzani, the leader of the 

Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP), to attack from the north and Shia forces to 

attack from the south. The problem was that Talabani and Barzani had not 

agreed to the plan, and Chalabi had little support in Iraq. Chalabi believed, ac-

cording to his biographer, aram roston, “The Iraqi army would not fight but 

would simply shift its allegiance, unit by unit. Iraq, he said, was like a junkyard 

full of gasoline cans, and all one needed to do was throw in a match to get the 

fire started.”19

 ayad allawi, a Baathist and a rival of Chalabi’s, was also working on a plan to 

stage a coup d’état. allawi convinced the CIa to support his plan, codenamed 

Panther. The attempted coup took place in 1996 and was “an unmitigated di-

saster.”20 within two months Saddam had arrested 120 conspirators, an action 

which ended the hopes for a coup. These failures, however, did not diminish 

wolfowitz’s support for overthrowing Saddam; in December 1998, he wrote, 

“Toppling Saddam is the only outcome that can satisfy the vital U.S. interest in 

a stable and secure Gulf region.”21 The former Central Command commander, 

General anthony Zinni, referred to plans calling for the support of Iraqi exiles 

as the “Bay of Goats,” comparing them to the disastrous Bay of Pigs invasion 

of Cuba in 1961, and a group of three respected foreign policy experts publicly 

criticized wolfowitz’s plan in the respected journal Foreign Affairs.22
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3.  attack by Special Forces

 Buoyed by the impressive military victory of the United States in afghani-

stan, some favored the use of a similar military strategy in Iraq; indeed, Secre-

tary of Defense rumsfeld thought that the afghanistan campaign validated his 

support for light, mobile, Special Forces employing high technology weapons 

and unconventional forces.23 In afghanistan, slightly more than 00 Special 

Forces and CIa operators had worked closely with northern alliance forces. 

The americans called in air strikes and the northern alliance provided the 

ground forces, a combination that proved to be successful in overthrowing 

the Taliban government and destroying al Qaeda training camps. Despite the 

achievement of these objectives, however, osama bin laden and Mullah omar 

remained at large, a fact that blemished the otherwise successful performance 

of the United States in afghanistan.

 The problem in applying the afghan strategy to Iraq was that there was no 

organized force similar to the northern alliance with the exception of Kurdish 

rebels in northern Iraq. Saddam had acted forcefully and brutally following the 

first Gulf war to eliminate any possible opponents. In addition, the most likely 

and most capable opposition came from the Kurds in the north, but they were 

divided between the two leading groups, the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP) 

and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK). as a result, there was only a lim-

ited possibility of applying the afghan strategy to Iraq, and in all likelihood, it 

could only be applied in northern Iraq.24

.  Implement a Counterinsurgency Strategy

 according to the current U.S. army and Marine Corps relevant field man-

ual, an insurgency is “an organized movement aimed at the overthrow of a 

constituted government through the use of subversion and armed conflict. . . . 

[an] insurgency is an organized, protracted politico-military struggle designed 

to weaken the control and legitimacy of an established government, occupying 

power, or other political authority while increasing insurgent control.”25 The 

strategic objectives of conventional and counterinsurgent military operations 

are radically different. In the conventional or counterterrorist approach, the 

aim is to destroy enemy forces, and the metrics of success consist of the num-

ber of enemy killed, amount of equipment destroyed, territory captured, and 

so on. In contrast, according to insurgency expert David Kilcullen, “In counter-
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insurgency the population is the prize, and protecting and controlling it is the 

key activity.”26

 Prior to the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, the largest scale U.S. counter-

insurgency campaign was waged in Vietnam; however, the counterinsurgency 

approach was at odds with and in competition with the conventional military 

approach. During the early years of american involvement in Vietnam, the U.S. 

adopted a counterinsurgency approach; in later years, the U.S. adopted a con-

ventional military approach, and one of the main measurements used to evalu-

ate the military’s success was the “body count” of enemy killed.

 Vietnam was the first war that the United States had lost. Because of this, it 

had a deep and profound effect on the U.S. military, many of whose members 

blamed either politicians for not supporting the american effort sufficiently or 

the mistaken U.S. strategy of counterinsurgency.

.  adopt a Conventional Strategy  

employing overwhelming Military Force

 Planning for a possible war in Iraq began soon after the first Iraq war ended 

in 1991. a standard practice of the military is to plan for various contingencies, 

and given the bellicose actions of Saddam Hussein even after his country had 

been decisively defeated in 1991, there was ample cause for the U.S. military to 

plan for eventual war against Iraq. while he was commander of Central Com-

mand, General anthony Zinni developed oPlan (operational Plan) 1003–98, 

a contingency plan that called for up to 00,000 troops and a possible postwar 

occupation of Iraq for up to ten years.27

 when lieutenant General Greg newbold, in charge of the J-3 operations 

Directorate of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, briefed Secretary rumsfeld, JCS Chair-

man Myers, and other top military leaders, it was clear that rumsfeld was un-

happy with the plan, which in his view required too many troops and supplies 

and would take too long to implement. Instead, rumsfeld wanted to get in, 

defeat Saddam’s forces quickly, and get out of Iraq as quickly as possible. But 

was that feasible?

 In the first Gulf war, the United States and its thirty coalition partners de-

ployed 60,000 military personnel to the region to fight and defeat Iraq. rums-

feld believed that general officers tended to plan for the future based on the 

past, that a revolution in military affairs had occurred, and that the United 

States needed to exploit these changes in the conduct of war. The war in af-
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ghanistan provided the first test case of the application of these new technolo-

gies and had been a great success. why then, rumsfeld asked, could they not be 

applied with equal success to Iraq?

 General erik Shinseki publicly expressed his doubts about the level of forces 

that rumsfeld and wolfowitz approved for the invasion of Iraq. For his part, 

Colin Powell was also concerned about the unrealistic assumptions for the in-

vasion and occupation. Powell had been the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff during the first Gulf war and was, therefore, very familiar with the issues 

involved concerning a war with Iraq. Having served in Vietnam, Powell, like 

many of his fellow officers of that cohort, wanted the United States to go to 

war only if certain conditions were met: vital national interests were at stake, 

there was substantial public, congressional, and international support, the use 

of military force was a last resort, and there was an exit plan from the war. In 

the discussions leading to the war, Powell raised criticisms concerning the as-

sumptions that Cheney, rumsfeld, and wolfowitz were making. In his mem-

oirs, General Franks dismissed Powell’s concerns in a condescending manner: 

“Colin had concerns. He was from a generation of generals who believed that 

overwhelming military force was found in troop strength—sheer numbers of 

soldiers and tanks on the ground. as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

during Desert Storm, General Colin Powell had seen the number of coalition 

ground forces rise to more than five hundred thousand. Indeed, this principle 

of overwhelming force was often referred to as the ‘Powell Doctrine.’”28 Inter-

estingly, Franks did not address or even recognize the other two elements of 

the Powell Doctrine—the need for public support and an exit plan from the 

war—which would prove to be critical.

6.  Utilize a Small armored Force and the  

revolution of Military affairs

 During the 2000 presidential campaign, George w. Bush called for a sig-

nificant transformation of the United States military forces from “industrial 

age operations” toward “information age battles” of the new century.29 once 

elected and soon after his inauguration, Bush signed Presidential Directive 3, 

which stipulated: “The secretary of defense is hereby given a broad mandate to 

challenge the status quo and establish new and innovative practices and pro-

cesses for acquiring U.S. defense capabilities for decades to come.”30

 rumsfeld came into office committed to transforming the U.S. military by 
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taking advantage of the revolution in military affairs, including advanced tech-

nology, mobility, and speed. He believed that modern improvements in infor-

mation processing and highly accurate weapons to some extent obviated the 

need for large numbers of troops. The problem in reaping the benefits of the 

advantages offered by these technological developments was bureaucratic resis-

tance. on September 10, 2001, the day before the attacks on the United States, 

rumsfeld told Pentagon employees:

The topic today is an adversary that poses a threat, a serious threat, to the security 

of the United States of america. From a single capital, it attempts to impose its 

demands across time zones, continents, oceans and beyond. with brutal inconsis-

tency, it stifles free thought and crushes new ideas. It disrupts the defense of the 

United States and places the lives of men and women in uniform at risk . . . . you 

may think I am describing one of the last decrepit dictators of the world. But their 

day, too, is almost past, and they cannot match the strength and size of this adver-

sary. The adversary’s closer to home. It’s the Pentagon bureaucracy.31

Following the 9/11 attacks, rumsfeld pressed his plan for transforming the U.S. 

military; in his annual report to the president of 2002, rumsfeld wrote: “[S]ome 

believe that, with the U.S. in the midst of a difficult and dangerous war on ter-

rorism, now is not the time to transform our armed Forces. The opposite is 

true. now is precisely the time to make changes.”32 ever sensitive to the need to 

gain public acceptance of his ideas, rumsfeld wrote an article in Foreign Affairs 

describing his vision of transforming the military.33

 what transformation actually meant in operational terms was never very 

clear. early in his tenure, rumsfeld convened the Pentagon’s senior civilian 

and military staffs to define transformation and how it could be achieved. This 

group developed a definition: Transformation is “a process that shapes the 

changing nature of military competition and cooperation through new com-

binations of concepts, capabilities, people, processes, and organizations that 

exploit our nation’s advantages and protect against our asymmetric vulner-

abilities to sustain our strategic position, contributing to peace and stability in 

the world.”34 The problem with this definition is that it could include almost 

anything, and it did. Following the afghanistan campaign, rumsfeld was fond 

of claiming that Special Forces soldiers riding horses with the northern alli-

ance forces in afghanistan were an example of military transformation.35 This, 

however, did not represent the utilization of speed, firepower, and technology; 

rather, it represented the adaptation to the circumstances of battle, something 

that successful military commanders have done throughout history.
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 after a consideration of these approaches for dealing with Saddam Hus-

sein and Iraq, the United States went to war, but curiously, even high-rank-

ing members of the George w. Bush administration either were not consulted 

or did not know of a firm decision for war.36 Bob woodward reported, “Both 

Powell and rice knew that Powell had never made an overall recommendation 

on war to the president since he had never been asked.”37 CIa Director George 

Tenet recalled, “In none of the meetings [concerning Iraq] can anyone remem-

ber a discussion of the central questions. was it wise to go to war? was it the 

right thing to do? The agenda focused solely on what actions would need to be 

taken if a decision to attack were later made.”38 richard Haass, concluded, “The 

fundamental decision to go to war against Saddam’s Iraq had effectively been 

made by a president and an administration with virtually no systematic, rigor-

ous, in-house debate.”39

U.S. Military operations in Iraq: a “Catastrophic Success”

 official U.S. doctrine divides military activities into the following four 

phases, which General Franks used in designing the U.S. war plan for Iraq:40

Phase I—preparations for a possible invasion

Phase II—“Shaping the battle space,” beginning with the start of air 

operations

Phase III: decisive offensive operations and major combat operations, 

including “complete regime removal

Phase IV—post-hostilities stabilization and reconstruction

In november 2001, Secretary rumsfeld tasked General Franks, the commander 

of CenTCoM, with the responsibility of updating and refining the previous 

war plan for Iraq that Franks’ predecessor, General Tony Zinni, had developed. 

In other words, rumsfeld wanted Franks to develop a war plan that reflected 

the revolution in military affairs and to move away from the conventional U.S. 

approach of employing overwhelming military force.

 on March 20, 2003, U.S. forces attacked Iraq; major combat operations 

lasted twenty-three days, and by april 9 american forces had reached Baghdad 

and toppled the iconic statue of Saddam at Firdos Square. on May 1, President 

Bush landed on the USS Abraham Lincoln with a banner proclaiming “Mission 

accomplished.” But was it? The fall of Baghdad marked the end of Phase III, 

the acute military combat part of the war, but Phase IV—reconstruction—re-
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mained. Those, such as Kenneth adelman, who believed that the war against 

Saddam would be a “cakewalk” were largely correct concerning the first three 

phases of the war; however, they made a costly mistake in assuming that amer-

ican forces would be welcomed as liberators and that Phase IV would proceed 

as smoothly as the acute, kinetic phases of the war.

 Members of the Bush administration were ecstatic about the results of the 

war and the way that it was fought. on the day that Baghdad fell, Vice President 

Cheney said that the success of the United States was “proof positive of the suc-

cess of our efforts to transform the military.”41 rumsfeld triumphantly noted 

that the coalition’s success was not a result of “overwhelming force,” as the U.S. 

had used in the first Gulf war, but rather resulted from the use of speed, mo-

bility, firepower, and technology. one of rumsfeld’s principal deputies, Steven 

Cambone, remarked, “what you see in Iraq in its embryonic form is the kind 

of warfare that is animating our desire to transform the force.”42

 Ultimately, the United States invaded and defeated the Iraqi military with 

a force of 1,000, which was less than half the number of forces called for 

in General Zinni’s oPlan 1003–98. as it turned out, even though the United 

States deployed a maximum number of troops, between 10,000 to 17,000, 

to Iraq at various times during the war, General Shinseki’s estimate proved 

to be, in fact, the number of forces that were required for the occupation of 

Iraq. Unwilling to admit its disastrous underdeployment of troops to Iraq, the 

Bush administration made up for the shortfall by hiring civilian contractors to 

do many of the jobs that in previous conflicts would have been performed by 

members of the military. By mid-2007, the number of civilian contractors in 

Iraq equaled 130,000.43 added to the 10,000 soldiers and marines, this totaled 

280,000, which was close to the 300,000 troops called for in oPlan 1003–98 

and as General Shinseki had predicted. In afghanistan, contractors made up 

7 percent of the Department of Defense’s force as of March 2009.44 as of this 

same date, the combined U.S. military forces in Iraq and afghanistan equaled 

282,000 troops and the number of contractors equaled 22,67.

 CIa Director George Tenet summarized the acute combat phase of the war 

and the “peace” that followed: “on a scale of one to ten, the plan to capture the 

country scored at least an eight. Unfortunately, the plan for ‘the day after’ chari-

tably was a two. The war, in short, went great, but peace was hell.”45 Tenet was not 

alone in his judgment. Counterinsurgency expert ahmed Hashim concluded, 

“The reconstruction of Iraq has been a tragic failure.”46 Journalist nir rosen 

commented, “[T]he americans lost the war when they won it.”47 Tragically, this 
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result had not been unforeseen; in the run-up to the war, General Franks recalled, 

“washington needed to get ready for the occupation and reconstruction—be-

cause combat operations might be over sooner than anyone could imagine. at 

nSC briefings, rumsfeld and I referred to that possibility as a ‘catastrophic suc-

cess.’”48 an army war College study had warned: “The possibility of the United 

States winning the war and losing the peace in Iraq is real and serious.”49

 The faulty assumption and mistakes of the postwar “Phase IV” operations 

of the Coalition Provisional authority have been well documented by both ob-

servers and participants.50 Suffice it to note that the U.S. came close to losing 

the war in 200, and by 2006, according to ambassador ryan Crocker, Iraq 

“came pretty close to just unraveling.”51 The question by that time was what 

could be done to snatch victory from the jaws of defeat.

The Counterrevolution

 For much of its history, the United States fought small wars as both insur-

gents and counterinsurgents. During the revolutionary war, some americans 

fighting for independence waged an insurgent war against a conventional eu-

ropean army, the British “redcoats.” Francis Marion, known as the “swamp fox,” 

staged hit-and-run raids against the British in South Carolina. Having gained 

its independence and expanding its territory to the west, the U.S. army fought 

a series of battles against native-american tribes and nations. once the frontier 

closed, americans turned their attention to foreign parts. In 180, the U.S. navy 

and Marines engaged the Barbary pirates—what contemporary international 

relations analysts would call nonstate actors—off the coast of north africa.

 The Civil war marked the first large-scale war in which the U.S. fought, 

and in many ways, it was one of the first truly modern wars in which advanced 

technologies such as machine guns, railroads, and even balloons were used. In 

part due to modern technologies and in part due to the ideological character 

of the Civil war, the losses were horrific—approximately 620,000 were killed. 

even in the Civil war, however, some forces, particularly on the Confederate 

side, engaged in hit-and-run attacks characteristic of an insurgency.

 Toward the end of the nineteenth century, U.S. forces fought insurgent forces 

in a number of “small wars” in places around the world including Panama, Sa-

moa, the Philippines, China, Haiti, the Dominican republic, nicaragua, and 

Mexico. In confronting these insurgencies, the U.S. developed tactics and strat-

egies for doing so.52



 War Plans

165

 In the twentieth century the United States moved from fighting small wars 

to fighting big wars. reflecting a traditional isolationist approach to interna-

tional involvement, the U.S. entered world war I only after the war had been 

raging for more than three years. as in the Civil war, modern technologies, in-

cluding the first use of tanks, airplanes, submarines, and poison gas, resulted in 

high casualties for the combatants. In world war I, the U.S. lost almost 117,000, 

and the Second world war resulted in even more losses—0,000 americans 

killed.

 although it would be an exaggeration and an affront to the enormous losses 

of the allies to claim that U.S. forces “won the war,” they certainly were essen-

tial to the allied victory. american military leaders learned a number of lessons 

from the war, including the value of firepower and technological superiority, 

and these were seen as the quintessential elements of a modern, successful mili-

tary. The development and use of Blitzkrieg (lightning war) military tactics by 

nazi Germany removed any doubt that modern technologies provided distinct 

advantages to strengthening military capabilities.

 Many of the generals who fought the Korean war had previously served 

in world war II, and fortunately for the U.S., the north Korean and Chi-

nese forces opposing the U.S. chose to fight the type of conventional war that 

the U.S. had experience fighting. In the mid-190s, however, a new kind of 

conflict became evident, “wars of national liberation” fought by indigenous 

insurgents. Many thought that the eisenhower administration’s policy of 

“massive retaliation,” threatening a possible nuclear response to local aggres-

sion, was simply not credible. Former Secretary of State Dean acheson, re-

tired army chief of staff General Maxwell Taylor, strategist Bernard Brodie, 

Professor Henry Kissinger, and then-Senator John F. Kennedy all criticized 

eisenhower’s strategy.53

 according to roger Hilsman, a close aide of Kennedy and a veteran of the 

insurgency fighting in Burma in world war II, Kennedy’s first question after 

his inauguration was “what are we going to do about guerilla warfare?”54 Ken-

nedy and his closest advisers had served as junior officers rather than general 

officers during world war II, and they recognized that a shift in the character 

and conduct of war had occurred. In his address to the west Point class of 

1961, Kennedy noted the existence of “another type of war, new in its intensity, 

ancient in its origin—war by guerillas, subversives, insurgents, assassins, war 

by ambush instead of by combat, by infiltration instead of aggression, seeking 

victory by evading and exhausting the enemy instead of engaging him.”55
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 To meet these new challenges, President Kennedy strongly supported and 

expanded the Special Forces, which had been first established in the 190s de-

spite the strong resistance of the army. as Colonel David Hackworth, one of 

the most highly decorated military officers in U.S. history, noted in his memoir, 

“Counterinsurgency was the thing in the early sixties. It was endorsed enthusi-

astically by Kennedy and his brain trust.”56

 when Kennedy became president, he was confronted with what to do in 

Vietnam. His preference was to send U.S. military personnel to advise Viet-

namese units in counterinsurgency tactics and strategy, but the top U.S. mili-

tary leadership at the time neither was trained in counterinsurgency nor did it 

have much respect for it. Characteristic of this view is that of General Harold 

K. Johnson, army chief of staff from 196 to 1968:

well, the Special Forces that were available at the time President Kennedy latched 

on to them as a new gimmick, were what I would describe as consisting primarily 

of fugitives from responsibility. These were people that somehow or other tended 

to be nonconformist, couldn’t quite get along in a straight military system, and 

found a haven where their actions were not scrutinized too carefully, and where 

they came under only sporadic or intermittent observation from the regular chain 

of command . . . . Perhaps there is a desirability for this highly specialized effort, but 

I continue to really question it as such.57

 There was neither an understanding nor an appreciation for what coun-

terinsurgency was. as a consequence, when the U.S. military in Vietnam em-

barked on what it considered a counterinsurgency approach, it did not reflect 

the thinking or lessons learned of the foremost theorists, such as Sir robert 

Thompson. The U.S. military remained focused on destroying the enemy rather 

than protecting the indigenous population, as called for in classical counterin-

surgency doctrine. according to Colonel Hackworth, “The outspoken Green 

Berets . . . warned that the counterinsurgency training we were receiving wasn’t 

counterinsurgency at all, but conventional tactics with increased mobility by 

helicopters.”58 a junior army officer recalled, “I can personally vouch that 

much army counterinsurgency training was not counterinsurgency training 

at all. I was amazed after my basic course in July 1970 to see what the army had 

recorded as counterinsurgency subjects. I remember all our UCMJ [Uniform 

Code of Military Justice] instruction was considered to be a counterinsurgency 

subject. whole lotta lip service there!”59 Thompson, one of the most respected 

counterinsurgency experts in the world in the early 1960s, noted, “[T]he heli-

copter . . . exaggerated two great weaknesses of the american character—impa-
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tience and aggressiveness . . . . It is probable that without the helicopter ‘search 

and destroy’ would not have been possible, and, in this sense, the helicopter was 

one of the major contributions to the failure in strategy.”60

 according to army officer and scholar H. r. McMaster, “Vietnam was a test 

case for defeating communist insurgencies.”61 General westmoreland, a veteran 

of world war II and the Korean war, sought to fight the war in Vietnam along 

conventional lines, but, of course, the problem was that the Vietcong and north 

Vietnamese, much like americans in the revolutionary war and later insur-

gents in afghanistan and Iraq, chose not to fight in this fashion. They chose 

instead to fight an asymmetrical war. By the time that a new american com-

mander in Vietnam, General Creighton abrams, sought to revise the way that 

the U.S. was fighting the war, it was too late. as former army officer John nagl 

has concluded, “The army that General westmoreland commanded was a fire-

power army, one broadly inappropriate to the demands of counterinsurgency 

warfare in South Vietnam. . . . By failing to learn the lessons of Vietnam, the 

U.S. army continued to prepare itself to fight the wrong war.”62

 In the traumatic period following the defeat of the United States in Vietnam, 

a number of scholars, military officers, and government officials sought to ex-

plain “america’s longest war” (up to that point in time), and notable among 

these were the members of the post-Vietnam generation, including H. r. Mc-

Master, John nagl, and David Petraeus, who wrote his doctoral dissertation at 

Princeton on the lessons of Vietnam.63 In his assessment Petraeus concluded, 

“The lessons taken from Vietnam would indicate that, in general, involvement 

in a counterinsurgency should be avoided.”64 Ironically, when President George 

w. Bush appointed General Petraeus commander of U.S. forces in Iraq, Pe-

traeus implemented a counterinsurgency strategy.

 when George w. Bush and his advisers were discussing various military 

strategies for dealing with Saddam Hussein and Iraq, no high-ranking adviser 

advocated a counterinsurgency strategy. There was, to be sure, significant dis-

agreement about the strategy to be employed, but there were only two princi-

pal strategies suggested. The first was the rumsfeld-Franks transformational 

strategy emphasizing speed, mobility, technology, and precision weapons. In 

contrast, many of the top military officers—General Shinseki, General Zinni, 

and General Shelton—favored a large number of forces to overwhelm the en-

emy. Secretary of State Colin Powell had expanded and elaborated on his “doc-

trine,” really guidelines, for the United States to follow before using force in 

international relations, and supported his former army colleagues. at the end 
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of the day, the rumsfeld-Franks “transformers” won the debate on the military 

strategy for the Iraq war, due in part to the fact that prior to and at the begin-

ning of the war, there was no influential institutional or individual advocate of 

a counterinsurgency strategy at the higher levels of the U.S. government.

 Members of the Bush administration were hesitant to acknowledge the exis-

tence of an insurgency in Iraq. In May 200, Vice President Cheney said of the 

insurgents, “I think they are in the last throes, if you will, of the insurgency.”65 

rumsfeld initially referred to the insurgents as “dead enders” and predicted 

their eminent demise. as soon as he was appointed commander of Central 

Command, General John abizaid contradicted rumsfeld and labeled what was 

going on in Iraq “a classical insurgency,” thus paving the way for rethinking 

U.S. strategy.

 By 200, U.S. strategy focused on training Iraqi security forces so that they 

could take over from american forces; according to President Bush, “[as] the 

Iraqi forces stand up, coalition forces can stand down.”66 This was the strategy 

that was presented in a special white House document, National Strategy for 

Victory in Iraq.67 However, several events called the viability of this strategy into 

serious question. Just several weeks after the publication of the white House 

strategy paper, John Murtha, a Democratic congressman from Pennsylvania 

with a reputation for being strong on defense issues, declared, “our military 

has accomplished its mission and done its duty,” and that it was time to bring 

the troops home as soon as possible but no later than six months.68 In February 

2006, al Qaeda terrorists blew up the Golden Dome mosque in Samarra, Iraq, 

which catalyzed bloody sectarian conflict between Sunnis and Shia. There were 

several instances in which Iraqi forces simply failed to show up for the fight. 

at this point, it appeared that rather than a “strategy for victory,” U.S. policy 

was a strategy for defeat, and as Peter Feaver, one of the authors of the strategy, 

noted, “over the course of 2006, the national Strategy for Victory in Iraq col-

lapsed.”69

 only when Iraq seemed to be on the verge of collapse because of the insur-

gency did President Bush and his advisers begin to consider seriously an alter-

native military strategy to the conventional, enemy-centric approach employed 

from the beginning of the war until 2007. a new strategy did not come from the 

traditional military chain of command; rather, the new approach was initially 

suggested to President Bush by a retired general, Jack Keane, who had been 

impressed with the thinking and career of a young general, David Petraeus.70 

retired General Barry McCaffrey had described Petraeus as the brightest of 
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his cohort of generals.71 after his first tour of duty in northern Iraq and a sec-

ond tour in charge of Iraqi military training, Petraeus served as commander of 

the Combined arms Center at Fort leavenworth, Kansas, where he recruited a 

bright staff including Marine lieutenant General James Mattis and lieutenant 

colonels John nagl and Conrad Crane to rewrite the army and Marine Corps 

counterinsurgency manual.72 Building on classic works of counterinsurgency 

by T. e. lawrence, robert Thompson, and David Galula, the drafters empha-

sized the “paradoxes of counterinsurgency.” “Principles” or “paradoxes” such as 

these were well and good for war college journal articles or doctoral disserta-

tions, but how and under what circumstances could they be applied to real-

world situations?

 By the end of 2006, the situation in Iraq was dire, and the american people 

recognized it as such. In the congressional elections of 2006, the Democrats 

won control of both the House and the Senate, for the first time since 199. 

The day following the election, President Bush accepted Donald rumsfeld’s 

resignation, a clear signal that the president was moving away from rumsfeld’s 

policies. The president decided to change U.S. strategy and to send an addi-

tional 30,000 american troops to Iraq. Bush’s action, however, represented 

much more than simply sending more troops; rather, it represented the imple-

mentation of a true counterinsurgency strategy. what was going on, according 

to Dr. David Kilcullen, a counterinsurgency expert and an adviser to General 

Petraeus, was “a counterrevolution in military affairs.”73 whether or not this 

counterrevolution will be successful is still not clear; however, it is clear that it 

has met with greater success than the transformational strategy of rumsfeld 

and Franks.

assessment and Prospects

 In his 1987 doctoral dissertation, David Petraeus quoted army General John 

Vessey, “we don’t learn new lessons. we relearn old lessons that we haven’t 

paid attention to.”74 Donald rumsfeld wanted to transform the U.S. military 

by taking advantage of the revolution in military affairs, but the enemy in both 

afghanistan and Iraq learned that they could not effectively take on the U.S. 

military using a conventional military strategy. Thus, they adopted their own 

revolution in military affairs, insurgency, and in response the U.S. recognized 

this, adapted to it, and implemented its own counterinsurgency strategy.

 Some recent analysts have concluded that rumsfeld placed higher priority 
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on transformation than U.S. operations in Iraq; according to Bush’s chief of 

staff, andrew Card, “It’s my belief that he [rumsfeld] had an expectation of 

what his job would be as secretary of defense, and it probably centered around 

transformation. . . . and then a war got in the way. Transformation had been a 

labor of love for him. The war became a labor of responsibility. It was the beau-

tiful siren of transformation that had attracted him to the job, but the shoals 

ended up being the shoals of war.”75

 But rumsfeld should not be held primarily responsible for the failure of the 

strategy he supported in Iraq; that responsibility is shared by George w. Bush, 

who, after all, as commander-in-chief was rumsfeld’s boss. In addition, it is 

clear from published memoirs and analyses that Vice President Cheney and his 

office played a central role in influencing the strategy and tactics of the wars in 

afghanistan and Iraq, particularly U.S. policy on detainees and torture.

 The British military strategist Basil liddell Hart defined strategy as “the art 

of distributing and applying military means to fulfill ends of policy.”76 another 

respected international relations expert, Hedley Bull, defined strategy as “ex-

ploiting military force so as to attain given objects of policy.”77 The problem 

with the Bush administration’s strategy for the Iraq war is that the “ends of 

policy” were either not specified or were unattainable, e.g. the establishment of 

a democratic Iraq and Middle east. T. e. lawrence defined tactics as “the means 

toward the strategic goal, the steps of the staircase.”78 The Bush administration’s 

strategic goal was unclear, so it is hardly surprising that the means for achiev-

ing that goal, tactics, were also confused.

 General wesley Clark has pointed out that the “U.S. military is as sharp as a 

diamond-pointed drill bit but as brittle as glass.” The U.S. military’s sustained 

operations in afghanistan and Iraq have increased that brittleness, and these 

campaigns may, ironically, have a similar effect on the U.S. military as Viet-

nam. The weakening of the army is precisely what many post-Vietnam offi-

cers sought to avoid, and ironically, the wars in afghanistan and Iraq may have 

moved the army in that direction.

 In his memoirs, General Tommy Franks noted, “It’s a military axiom that no 

plan survives initial contact with the enemy.”79 The Bush administration’s war 

plan survived the initial contact with the enemy, but not the postwar opera-

tions, and the failure to realistically plan for the occupation and rebuilding of 

Iraq was a costly mistake for both americans and Iraqis. It is a mistake that will 

affect americans and Iraqis for many years.



171

10 Postwar reconstruction

Military strategists consider acute combat to be only one part of war; postwar 

operations are vital to the execution of a successful campaign. as richard Haass 

has noted, “[It] is not enough to have a military that can fight modern wars. It 

is also essential to have a military that can consolidate peace.”1 In the cases of 

afghanistan and Iraq, postwar reconstruction of the countries was both vital 

and difficult. as previously described in Chapter 9, in any war plan there are 

four phases, from preparing for conflict to postwar stabilization and recon-

struction. In this chapter, I will describe reconstruction planning and opera-

tions and then analyze U.S. Phase IV actions toward afghanistan and Iraq.

Planning for Postwar reconstruction

 During the twentieth century, the United States gained substantial experi-

ence in helping other countries to establish postwar stability and reconstruc-

tion. of course, the principal efforts of the United States were in western eu-

rope and Japan following the conclusion of world war II. In europe, the U.S. 

invited both the victorious and vanquished countries to submit plans for their 

reconstruction to the U.S. through the Marshall Plan, one of the great suc-

cesses of american foreign policy. Ultimately, the U.S. granted $13 billion of aid 

to the european states, which enabled them to rebuild their societies. In any 

reconstruction effort, providing security is the essential prerequisite for other 

reconstruction tasks. In europe, the establishment of the north atlantic Treaty 

organization (naTo) provided for the defense of western europe and there-

fore complemented the Marshall Plan.

 while the Marshall Plan represented the reconstruction of an entire region, 

the United States has also assisted with the postwar reconstruction of individ-

ual, developing countries, a task that differed significantly in scale from larger 
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scale efforts; however, in both endeavors, providing security was a necessary 

antecedent to other tasks. once basic security was assured, four other basics 

are needed: sewage and trash disposal, water, electricity, and communications 

capability.2 It would be impossible for american forces to provide all of these 

social services; they would have to be provided by locals, but the U.S. could 

help to provide the basic security and funding for these services to be deliv-

ered.

 The ranD Corporation, one of the oldest and most respected think tanks 

in the United States, sponsored a study of seven previous cases of nation-

building undertaken by the U.S. government: west Germany (19–2), Japan 

(19–2), Somalia (1992–9), Haiti (199–96), Bosnia (199–present), Kosovo 

(1999–present), and afghanistan (2001–present).3 overall, the ranD study 

found that successful occupations required enormous investments of resources 

for a period of five years at a minimum. a key conclusion of the study was: 

“There appears to be an inverse correlation between the size of the stabilization 

force and the level of risk. The higher the proportion of stabilizing troops, the 

lower the number of casualties suffered and inflicted.”4 The study claimed that 

more rather than fewer peacekeeping forces were desirable and based this con-

clusion on the analysis of ratios of peacekeepers to civilians in the cases that it 

examined. In Bosnia and Kosovo, there was one peacekeeper per fifty civilians. 

If this ratio were to be applied in afghanistan, then approximately 00,000 

peacekeepers would be required, and if applied to Iraq, another 00,000 would 

be required. as desirable as this commitment might be to establish stability, it 

clearly was not feasible. what then was the alternative?

Postwar operations in afghanistan

 The initial objective of the United States in afghanistan was to get in and 

get out quickly. as then Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul wolfowitz noted in 

november 2001: “In fact, one of the lessons of afghanistan’s history, which we 

have tried to apply in this campaign, is if you’re a foreigner, try not to go in. 

If you go in, don’t stay too long, because they don’t tend to like any foreigners 

who stay too long.”5 at the time that wolfowitz said this, he was supporting 

an invasion of Iraq, and that may have been part of the reason that he did not 

want to “stay too long” in afghanistan.

 The U.S. opted for a “light footprint” deployment of troops on the ground, 

which necessitated heavy reliance on airpower.6 according to ranD Corpo-
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ration analyst Seth Jones, the light footprint approach “was based on the as-

sumption that a heavy footprint would lead to a Soviet- or British-style quag-

mire.”7 This light footprint approach resulted in the deployment of only 9,000 

american and 1,200 coalition troops in afghanistan within a year of the ini-

tial invasion.8 These troops focused on a narrow counterterrorism mission: to 

hunt down, capture, or kill members of al Qaeda and remnants of the Taliban. 

Beyond this objective, there was no strategic plan for afghanistan’s postwar 

reconstruction and development, a shortsighted failure for which the United 

States and its allies would have to pay within several years.

 Between 2002 and 200, U.S. troop levels grew modestly from 9,000 to 

19,000, a force that paled in comparison to the 1,000 american troops who 

invaded Iraq in March 2003. Because of the demand for troops in Iraq, the U.S. 

did not have sufficient forces in afghanistan to provide for the essential prereq-

uisite of any stabilization force: security of the population. Gary Schroen, the 

CIa officer who had directed the CIa’s effort in afghanistan after 9/11, recalled, 

“[as] early as March 2002, the U.S. military began to withdraw many of the key 

[Special Forces] units involved in this [counterterrorism] effort, in order to al-

low them to regroup and train in preparation for the coming war with Iraq.”9 

Schroen also noted that the “focus on Iraq . . . became a magnet that drew away 

personnel and resources, making it increasingly difficult to staff the CIa teams 

in afghanistan with experienced paramilitary officers.”10 The overall effect of 

Iraq on the war effort in afghanistan was crippling; as then Deputy Secretary 

of State richard armitage concluded, “The war in Iraq drained resources from 

afghanistan before things were under control. and we never recovered. we 

never looked back.”11

Postwar operations in Iraq

 The rumsfeld-Franks war plan for Iraq failed to accurately predict the na-

ture of the postwar phase of military operations and to adequately plan for 

what was needed.12 Phase IV of the Iraq war was designed to be short, and 

american forces were supposed to begin withdrawing from Iraq within ninety 

days of the end of the war and to reduce the american presence to 2,000 to 

30,000 troops by late summer of 2003.13 But the political, economic, religious, 

and ethnic realities in Iraq made the achievement of this plan impossible, and 

the war dragged on, leading journalist Thomas ricks to conclude: “It now 

seems . . . likely that history’s judgment will be that the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 
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the spring of 2003 was based on perhaps the worst war plan in american his-

tory.”14 what went wrong with postwar operations?

 In February 2003, the month before the invasion, Douglas Feith from DoD 

and Marc Grossman from the State Department briefed members of the Sen-

ate Foreign relations Committee about the administration’s postwar plans for 

Iraq. Grossman noted that the U.S. would “stay as long as necessary in Iraq, but 

not one day more,” and Feith noted, “a lot depends on what the nature of the 

war is, how much destruction there is, how much cooperation one gets, how 

many Iraqi units defect. The most you can do in planning is develop concepts 

on how you would proceed, not rigid plans based on some inflexible assump-

tions about how future events are going to unfold.” Senator Joseph Biden was 

not satisfied with the vague, general presentations from the two administration 

officials and commented, “one of the things [we] are worried about is that you 

don’t have a plan.”15 In fact, Biden was correct; if the administration’s assump-

tions concerning the short duration of the occupation were incorrect, there 

was no systematic back-up plan.

Plan a: Get In and Get out Quickly

 as the United States moved toward war, both the U.S. government and vari-

ous think tanks and policy organizations focused their attention on the re-

quirements for postwar operations in Iraq. The State Department, ranD Cor-

poration, Council on Foreign relations, Center for International and Strategic 

Studies, army war College, U.S. Institute of Peace, national Defense University, 

washington Institute for near east Policy, and atlantic Council of the United 

States all produced studies of what was needed in postwar Iraq.16 The historical 

record is clear: there was no shortage of thinking about postwar Iraq; in fact, 

there was a great deal of thinking about the issues. what were the conclusions 

of these studies, and was there any consensus?

 In april 2002, the State Department organized the Future of Iraq Project, 

which involved seventeen U.S. federal agencies, was headed by a veteran State 

Department official, Tom warrick, and ultimately cost $ million. It involved 

20 Iraqis and produced a thirteen-volume study focusing on a number of di-

verse issues including the generation of electricity, the running of ports, and 

social and economic issues in Iraq.17 The group’s report did not present an op-

erational plan for postwar Iraq, but it did address many of the issues that would 

confront those responsible for postwar Iraq. warrick pressed hard for the State 
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Department to be in charge of postwar operations, but DoD and the vice pres-

ident’s office opposed him and his boss, Colin Powell. So postwar planning be-

came a bureaucratic battle within washington. on January 20, 2003, rumsfeld 

was successful in getting President Bush to sign national Security Presidential 

Directive number 2, giving the Department of Defense complete control over 

postwar planning and operations in Iraq.18 Two months before the war be-

gan, retired army lieutenant General Jay Garner was appointed to be in charge 

of postwar operations in Iraq, to be called the office for reconstruction and 

Humanitarian assistance (orHa). Garner’s contact in the Pentagon, Douglas 

Feith, told him he would be in Iraq for only ninety days. The decision for DoD 

to run postwar operations in Iraq was significant because it was the first time 

since world war II that the State Department was not given the responsibil-

ity for taking charge of a postwar situation.19 as ambassador James Dobbins 

noted, “The decision to transfer civilian aspects of reconstruction from the 

State Department to the Pentagon imposed immense costs as Defense had not 

handled anything like it [Iraqi reconstruction] for at least 0 years, while State 

garnered considerable experience over the previous decade.”20 yet, much of 

this experience had been lost. The U.S. agency for International Development 

(aID) had shrunk from 13,000 staff members during the Vietnam war to only 

2,300 by 2001. at the height of the Vietnam war, one of every twenty-five aID 

employees was in Vietnam; during the occupation of Iraq, only one of every 

333 aID employees was in Iraq.21 The amount of money committed to eco-

nomic and military assistance had also declined dramatically; during Vietnam, 

the United States spent 2 percent of its gross domestic product on assistance to 

Vietnam; in Iraq, the U.S. spent less than one-fifth of 1 percent.22

 Before he left for Iraq, Garner held a series of meetings with experts and 

he recalled, “There was this one guy who knew everything, everybody,” and 

that was Tom warrick.23 when Garner asked him how he knew so much, war-

rick told him about the Future of Iraq Project, and Garner then asked him to 

come to work for him. warrick worked briefly for Garner and then was fired, 

reportedly on orders from rumsfeld and Cheney.24 So, one of the most knowl-

edgeable people about postwar Iraq within the U.S. government was excluded 

from working on the topic about which he was an expert. The firing of warrick 

illustrated the serious interagency problems that existed.

 The original U.S. postwar plan for Iraq was to “get in and get out” quickly; 

in short, the Iraqis were to be put in charge as soon as possible, and President 

Bush had approved this plan. Three regional conferences were held in February 
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and april 2003 to discuss and plan for the turnover of power to the Iraqis. Gen-

eral Garner and Zalmay Khalilzad had wanted to hold a nationwide meeting of 

influential Iraqis in May 2003, but Bremer canceled the planned meeting and 

the quick turnover of the government to the Iraqis. Bremer not only replaced 

Garner; he also asked Bush to terminate Khalilzad’s status as a presidential en-

voy, thus ending his involvement with postwar planning for Iraq. rumsfeld, 

Powell, rice, and Khalilzad were all surprised by the president’s action, which 

cleared the decks for Bremer to determine the direction of postwar Iraq.25

 Key to the future of Iraq was the issue of security. If the ratio of peacekeep-

ers to civilians that the ranD Corporation had concluded was needed were 

applied to Iraq, a peacekeeping force of almost 00,000 would be required, but 

that clearly went far beyond what DoD was willing to commit. Soon after, Paul 

Bremer was appointed to replace Garner as the head of the american occu-

pation of Iraq. although he was an experienced diplomat, Bremer had never 

been posted in the Middle east, did not speak arabic, and was ideologically a 

neoconservative. according to author and filmmaker Charles Ferguson, “no-

body I interviewed ever questioned Bremer’s work ethic, his dedication, or his 

courage. . . . at the same time, the overwhelming majority of those with whom 

I spoke also felt that Bremer was rigid, authoritarian, ideological, arrogant, and 

unwilling to listen to ideas contrary to his own.”26 James Dobbins, the princi-

pal author of the ranD study on reconstruction and nation-building, visited 

Bremer in his Pentagon office and gave him a draft copy of the report. Bremer 

read the study and recalled in his memoirs, “although I was not a military ex-

pert, I found the conclusions persuasive. and troubling.”27 Bremer gave a copy 

of the report to rumsfeld but never received a response to it. rumsfeld and his 

aides had a plan for Iraq and would not allow it to be derailed by the “reality-

based community.”

Plan B: The american occupation under ambassador Bremer

 The failure to provide security became obvious for the world to see in the 

days following the entry of the U.S. army into Baghdad when many Iraqis took 

to the streets and for a three-week period looted government ministries, office 

buildings, Saddam’s palaces, and other targets of opportunity. Tom warrick, 

the director of the State Department’s Future of Iraq Project, had provided the 

orHa a list of the vulnerable sites to be secured after the invasion, but either 

this list was not passed on to the military field commanders, or it was ignored.28 
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even the Iraqi national Museum was pillaged; one of the few sites that orHa 

protected from looting was the oil ministry, which, of course, led many Iraqis 

to conclude that the U.S. had invaded and occupied Iraq for only one reason: 

oil. The U.S. government’s response to the looting exacerbated the problems. 

Bremer favored changing the military’s rules of engagement to authorize 

american soldiers to shoot looters. when this proposal was leaked to the press, 

it caused such a furor that this change was not adopted.29 when rumsfeld was 

asked about the looting, he responded, “Think what’s happened in our cities 

when we’ve had riots and problems and looting. Stuff happens. . . . Freedom’s 

untidy, and free people are free to make mistakes and commit crimes and do 

bad things.”30

 There were significant costs to the failure of the U.S. to respond to looting 

effectively. Seventeen of the twenty-three ministries in Baghdad were looted, 

which crippled them from acting effectively following the liberation of Iraq. 

The economic cost was estimated to be $12 billion.31 Images of the looters con-

trasted with the images of Saddam’s statues being pulled down and destroyed 

and raised questions about the effectiveness of the U.S. occupation. Bremer 

himself later admitted, “we paid a big price for not stopping [the looting] be-

cause it established an atmosphere of lawlessness.”32

 what could have been done to prevent or reduce the looting? Changing the 

rules of engagement could have reduced the looting, but could also have in-

creased Iraqi antipathy toward american forces more quickly. a more effec-

tive means of reducing the looting would have been to increase the number of 

troops patrolling the streets. as Major General Paul eaton, who was in charge 

of rebuilding Iraqi military forces in 2003–, noted, “There is no way that the 

number of soldiers that we had on the ground could have prevented that loot-

ing. . . . There was just no where near enough soldiers to provide the security 

coverage of that nation.”33 when asked what could have been done to stop the 

looting, Deputy Secretary of State richard armitage replied, “It could have 

been done if you had a sufficient number of troops. But I don’t think, given the 

number of troops that were used in the initial attack, there was sufficient force 

to prevent the looting.”34 Because there were not enough U.S. troops to provide 

security, and because the Iraqi army was disbanded, errors compounded, and 

the situation in Iraq worsened.

 The shortage of troops affected not only the domestic situation in Iraq; it 

also had an impact on insurgents coming into Iraq. General Garner noted, “we 

did not seal the borders because we did not have enough troops to do that, and 
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that brought in terrorists.”35 Because of the porous Iraqi borders, Iraq became a 

kind of advanced training ground for members of al Qaeda and other Islamic, 

radical terrorist groups, and they viewed it as such. Members of the coalition 

captured terrorists from countries around the world who came to Iraq to en-

gage in jihad against the americans and their allies.

 ambassador Bremer arrived in Baghdad on May 11, 2003, and within two 

months recognized that there were not enough troops in the country. on a 

trip to washington, Bremer told nSC advisor Condoleezza rice, “In my view, 

the Coalition’s got about half the number of soldiers we need here and we run 

a real risk of having this thing go south on us.”36 Despite the conclusions of 

General Shinseki, the ranD Corporation, and the two principal american de-

cision-makers in Iraq, the Pentagon resisted sending more troops; it had a plan, 

and it was not going to divert from it even in the face of tangible evidence that 

more troops were needed. as journalist Michael Gordon and retired Marine 

General Bernard Trainor concluded, “The violent chaos that followed Saddam’s 

defeat was not a matter of not having a plan but of adhering too rigidly to the 

wrong one.”37

 The failure of the United States to send enough troops to Iraq was exacer-

bated by the first two orders that Bremer promulgated soon after his arrival in 

Iraq. The Baath Party had approximately 1. million members under Saddam 

Hussein, but of these only about 2,000 were active party members. on May 

16, 2003, just four days after his arrival in Baghdad, Bremer issued Coalition 

Provisional authority (CPa) order number 1 calling for the “de-Baathifica-

tion” of Iraq.38 at the time that this order was issued, unemployment in Iraq 

was more than 0 percent. Disqualifying, in effect firing, members of the Baath 

Party increased unemployment and alienation significantly and contributed 

to the growing insurgency movement within Iraq. like so many of the issues 

concerning Iraq, the de-Baathification order reflected the bureaucratic battle in 

washington. For its part, the State Department had favored a “de-Saddamifica-

tion,” a policy that would have prohibited two classes of Baathists from par-

ticipating in the government: those who had committed crimes and those who 

were at the top of the leadership structure. Vice President Cheney, Secretary 

of Defense rumsfeld, and their staffs favored comprehensive de-Baathifica-

tion, and the order was implemented on the president’s guidance, according to 

Bremer.39

 ahmed Chalabi, the Iraqi Shia exile leader favored by DoD, was put in 

charge of de-Baathification and broadened the scope of the order from its 
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original relatively narrow scope to include, for example, teachers who had 

joined the party in order to keep their jobs. In his memoirs, Bremer admits that 

this was a significant error: “Clearly I had been wrong to give a political body 

like the Governing Council responsibility for overseeing the de-Baathification 

policy.”40 likewise, the Iraq Study Group acknowledged the error of de-Baath-

ification when it noted, “Political reconciliation requires the reintegration of 

Baathists and arab nationalists into national life, with the leading figures of 

Saddam Hussein’s regime excluded.”41 The former commander of american 

military forces in Iraq, General ricardo Sanchez, concluded, “[T]he whole de-

Baathification order became a catastrophic failure.”42 Political scientist and for-

mer State Department official Dale Herspring has noted, “[D]e-Baathification 

probably did more to disrupt efforts to get the country running smoothly than 

anything al-Qaeda could have done.”43

 on May 23, eleven days after arriving in Baghdad, Bremer issued CPa or-

der number 2 calling for the dissolution of the Iraqi army, the defense minis-

try, and Iraq’s intelligence agencies.44 In Bremer’s view, the Iraqi military had 

“self-demobilized,” members of the military had simply left their units and 

bases and gone home.45 In fact, this is precisely what the U.S. military had re-

quested of Iraqi military units. other reasons were presented for disbanding 

the Iraqi military. Some noted that the Iraqi military infrastructure and bases 

had been either destroyed in the war or looted following the U.S. victory. Shia 

complained that Sunnis had dominated and controlled Saddam’s military and 

that the officer corps was corrupt, ineffective, and politicized. In addition, Shia 

leaders, particularly the Grand ayatollah Sistani, were opposed to the reconsti-

tution of the Iraqi military.

 CPa order number 2 fired the 38,000 members of the armed forces, 

28,000 interior ministry forces, and 0,000 presidential security personnel for 

a total of 720,000 people.46 Despite the significance of this order, the top for-

eign policy officials of the Bush administration, including Secretary of State 

Colin Powell, national security adviser Condoleezza rice, and her deputy Ste-

phen Hadley, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Peter Pace, 

and General Jay Garner, Bremer’s predecessor, did not know about the order 

until it was issued.47 This order had profound economic and security implica-

tions for Iraqi society and the american occupation. The average Iraqi family 

contains six people, so CPa order number 2 affected the lives of more than 

 million Iraqis, about 17 percent of Iraq’s total population.48 In his report to 

rumsfeld of July 2003, president of the Center for Security and International 
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Studies John Hamre concluded, “Iraq is a completely failed economy. The CPa 

is confronting the equivalent of both a defeated Germany in 19 and a failed 

Soviet Union in 1989.”49

 when Garner heard about the impending disbanding of Iraqi security 

forces, he went to Bremer with the CIa Baghdad station chief and strongly ob-

jected. Garner recalled, “I thought it [CPa order #2] was a poor idea. I thought 

we needed to bring them [Iraqi military and security forces] back.”50 The CIa 

officer who accompanied Garner told Bremer that the order would only “give 

oxygen to the rejectionists.”51 Military leaders including General Franks and 

his successor, General abizaid, and General McKiernan, the commander of 

U.S. forces in Iraq, were all opposed to disbanding the Iraqi military.52 Those 

military officers on the ground responsible for providing security in Iraq were 

also critical of this order; former U.S. army brigade commander Colonel Peter 

Mansoor noted, “when ambassador Bremer disbanded the Iraqi army, the im-

mediate Iraqi capability to provide security disappeared.”53 The order was is-

sued without discussing it with CIa Director Tenet, and there is some evidence 

that the order may have been issued without President Bush’s advance knowl-

edge.54 Bush told journalist robert Draper that disbanding the Iraqi military 

was not his policy and that he was not sure why it occurred.55 In response to 

this claim, Bremer published a letter that he sent to President Bush on May 22, 

2003, that stated, “I will parallel this step [dismissal of public servants] with an 

even more robust measure dissolving Saddam’s military and intelligence struc-

tures to emphasize that we mean business.”56 In addition, Bremer claimed that 

he sent a draft copy of the order to disband the Iraqi security forces to rums-

feld, wolfowitz, Feith, and lieutenant General David McKiernan on May 9 and 

that he and rumsfeld’s adviser in Baghdad, walter Slocombe, had discussed the 

order in detail.57

 with the promulgation of CPa orders 1 and 2, the United States disquali-

fied former Baathists and members of Iraqi defense forces from participating 

with the Coalition Provisional authority in the rebuilding of their country. 

rumsfeld’s decision not to send enough american troops to Iraq and Bremer’s 

decision to disband the Iraqi military had a multiplicative, negative effect and 

made it difficult to provide for the absolute necessity of any successful postwar 

occupation, security. according to Michael Gordon and Bernard Trainor, “In 

their own way, rumsfeld and Bremer each contributed to the security problem. 

rumsfeld limited the number of troops in Iraq, and Bremer limited the number 

of Iraqi forces that were immediately available. The two decisions combined to 
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produce a much larger security vacuum.”58 In an interview that he gave after 

leaving Iraq, General Garner recalled, “The force levels weren’t high enough at 

the end of the war. They were more than high enough to win the war, but not 

high enough at the end of the war.”59 Charles Duelfer, the U.S. official who was 

in charge of a comprehensive study of the weapons of mass destruction issue, 

characterized the first and second CPa directives succinctly: “with these two 

decisions, the United States had committed irreversible damage.”60

The CPa: “Can’t Provide anything”

 The shortage of troops to provide security was critical; however, innovative, 

creative civilian leadership could have made up part of this deficit. Having dis-

qualified former Baathists from participating in the government, the Coalition 

Provisional authority had to rely on its own resources for establishing the new 

government. Despite the large numbers of americans going to Iraq at the end 

of combat operations, the CPa was chronically understaffed, and there were 

several causes and effects of this.61 First, many Iraqis were denied the opportu-

nity to gain experience in running a government during the transitional period 

of the occupation, and these exclusions added to the demands on the CPa. Sec-

ond, many jobs simply did not get done, or done well, given the pressures on 

staff members. Third, the CPa relied heavily on exiled Iraqis, such as ahmed 

Chalabi, nuri al Maliki, ayad allawi, and ali allawi, who had been out of the 

country for decades and only returned with the end of military operations. 

Some of these were competent, but others were marginally qualified. General 

Franks, for example, referred to Chalabi as “a ‘Gucci leader’ who would never 

be able to unite the ethnic and religious factions.”62 noah Feldman, a CPa ad-

viser, referring to the overly ambitious character with a shady past in F. Scott 

Fitzgerald’s novel, called Chalabi “the Jay Gatsby of the Iraq war.”63 Fourth, 

given the shortage of qualified Iraqis, the CPa relied on a number of young, 

inexperienced advisers. Jay Hallen, a twenty-four-year-old recent graduate of 

yale who had majored in political science and who had never studied econom-

ics or finance, was put in charge of establishing the Iraqi stock exchange.64 an-

other twenty-five-year-old helped write Iraq’s interim constitution while he 

was completing his law school application.65 a recent Georgetown graduate 

was assigned to develop a traffic plan for Baghdad despite the fact that he had 

no previous experience in city planning. one CIa officer in Baghdad sent his 

impressions to Tenet one month after the CPa had taken over: “Boss, that place 
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[the CPa] runs like a graduate school seminar, none of them speaks arabic, 

almost nobody’s ever been to an arab country, and no one makes a decision 

but Bremer.”66 a former member of the CPa, Heather Coyne, admitted that the 

CPa represented “amateur hour in Iraq.”67

 In retrospect, an obvious question is why were such ill-prepared people 

assigned such important jobs? Colonel Paul Hughes, who worked for both 

Garner’s office of reconstruction and Humanitarian assistance and Bremer’s 

CPa, recalled, “we were getting new people in, after Bremer showed up. Kids 

right out of college. . . . They’d have a baccalaureate degree; just got it in the 

fall, the previous spring. Daddy made a contribution to the campaign, so the 

kid gets a chance to go over and experience some fun travel and adventure. 

Pretty boys, that’s what I called ’em.”68 So, political connections helped get one 

a job in the CPa. religion helped too. Jacob weisberg has pointed out that 

the head of the white House office of Personnel, Kay Coles James, had previ-

ously served as dean at evangelical Pat robertson’s regent University and as 

vice president of conservative Christian Gary Bauer’s Family research Council. 

according to weisberg, she ordered the placement of evangelical Christians in 

important positions at the departments of Justice, Interior, State, Health and 

Human Services, the FDa, naSa, and the CDC. reportedly, applicants to the 

Coalition Provisional authority in Iraq “were vetted for evangelical status—not 

because it mattered to their work, but on the straight-forward principle of pa-

tronage.”69

 Three months after the successful U.S. invasion, only three or four CPa offi-

cials spoke arabic fluently, and at the time that the Iraq Study Group prepared 

its report, it noted that the situation with regard to linguists had not changed 

much: of the 1,000 americans at its embassy in Baghdad, there were thirty-

three arabic speakers, and of these only six were fluent.70 The problems caused 

by the shortage of personnel, inexperience, and downright incompetence of 

the coalition authority were exacerbated by short tours of duty; as General ea-

ton noted, “[as] soon as somebody [in the CPa] would develop the appropri-

ate relationships with the Iraqis, in ninety days, a hundred days, a hundred and 

twenty days, they’d go home.”71

 The obvious inexperience, clear incompetence, and resulting ineffectiveness 

of some Coalition Provisional authority officials caused some in the military 

to quip that CPa stood for “Can’t Provide anything.” Paul Bremer arrived in 

Baghdad on May 11, 2003, and stayed until June 28, 200. During that time, 

three fateful strategic decisions were made: (1) to prohibit former members of 
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the Baath Party from participating in the new Iraqi government, (2) to disband 

Iraqi military and security forces, and (3) to delay the return of sovereignty to 

Iraqi officials. Bremer’s three decisions changed the role of the United States 

in Iraq from that of liberator to that of occupier with significant, long-term, 

costly implications.

Plan C: Sovereignty Turned over to Iraq

 The ultimate U.S. objective of all of the postwar plans for Iraq was to turn 

over sovereign control of their country to Iraqi leaders, and everyone involved 

believed that security was the prerequisite for such action. when the Bush ad-

ministration decided not to send the number of troops requested by the mili-

tary to Iraq and when ambassador Bremer decided to disband Iraqi military 

and security forces, security proved to be impossible to achieve. as former CIa 

official Paul Pillar noted, “reconstruction has fared poorly above all, because 

of the security situation.”72 Security, then, was a prerequisite for turning over 

sovereignty to the new Iraqi government.

 The most effective way to provide security, short of sending more ameri-

can forces to Iraq or reconstituting the Iraqi army and security forces, was to 

train new Iraqi security forces. This proved to be problematic for several rea-

sons. Gerald Burke, an adviser to the Iraqi police with fifteen years of experi-

ence training law enforcement officers in Haiti, Bosnia, and elsewhere, esti-

mated—based on the population and geography of Iraq—that a police force of 

20,000 would be needed. Burke and his fellow advisers realized that this was an 

unreasonable number and decided to provide training for 6,000.73 when the 

insurgency was just developing, there were a total of fifty trained police advis-

ers in Iraq trying to train a planned force of 10,000 to 200,000 officers. This 

was simply not feasible.74 T. x. Hammes, a Marine colonel who specialized in 

the study of guerilla warfare, commented, “It is clear that the only way you get 

out of Iraq is to train Iraqi security forces. . . . This administration failed to do 

that.”75

 The shortage of police trainers was not the only reason that it proved impos-

sible to provide security with Iraqi forces. The insurgents realized that ameri-

can-trained security forces were key to the success of the U.S. occupation, and 

they, therefore, targeted Iraqi soldiers and police. From the beginning of the 

occupation in May 2003 through late 2007, more than 7,00 Iraqi soldiers and 

police officers had been killed, and many of these were killed execution-style 
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to deter other Iraqis from volunteering for the army or police.76 ambassador 

Bremer admitted, “The biggest obstacle has been the failure to provide ade-

quate security for the Iraqi people.”77

 In april 2003, Dr. larry Diamond, whom Condoleezza rice asked to go to 

Iraq to advise the CPa, wrote a prophetic memo to Bremer: “The road to de-

mocracy in postconflict situations is littered with the corpses of transitions that 

failed because they could not establish this most basic condition [security] of 

a viable state.”78 on May 16, 2003, Bremer announced that the establishment of 

an interim government with sovereign authority would be indefinitely post-

poned. Ultimately, the U.S. turned over sovereign control to the Iraqi govern-

ment on June 28, 200, and even supporters of the war were critical of this 

decision. Under-Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith commented, “all 

in all, the fourteen-month occupation of Iraq was a self-inflicted wound. It was 

the product of a handful of thoughts that turned out to be wrong. . . . The oc-

cupation was long and, in my view, unnecessary.”79

other Postwar Plans

 as the occupation wore on and as the insurgency grew, other plans were con-

sidered. Senator Joseph Biden, Dr. leslie Gelb (former president of the Council 

on Foreign relations), diplomat Peter Galbraith, and some Kurds favored the 

partition or decentralization of Iraq into Shia, Sunni, and Kurdish states or re-

gions.80 Biden and Gelb favored dividing Iraq into three “autonomous regions” 

with a central government in Baghdad that would be responsible for border de-

fense, foreign policy, and collecting and distributing oil revenues. ambassador 

Galbraith favored the establishment of three independent states.

 The principal problem with the partition/decentralization plan is that about 

0 percent of the Iraqi population lives in mixed areas, particularly in Baghdad. 

Determining which areas belonged to which ethnic group was very difficult to 

do. In addition, countries neighboring Iraq did not favor a formal partition. 

lastly, if politics is “who gets what, how and when,” as political scientist Har-

old lasswell famously observed, then the collection and distribution of Iraq’s 

significant oil revenues could become very contentious. as a result of these 

potential problems, the Bush administration dismissed the idea of partition as 

a “nonstarter,” and many Sunnis and Shia opposed the idea believing that they 

might get less than they deserve.
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Provincial reconstruction Teams

 once the kinetic phase of war ends, postwar operations begin, and a key 

requirement in this phase is to improve stability in the host nation so that it 

can deliver basic services and begin the process of economic and political re-

construction. Several months after the invasion of afghanistan, “Coalition Hu-

manitarian liaison Cells,” consisting of ten to twelve military personnel, were 

created to assess humanitarian and reconstruction needs.81 In late 2002, this 

function was taken over with the creation of the first Provincial reconstruction 

Team (PrT) that was established at Gardez; seven more were created in 2003. 

These units were staffed primarily by military personnel and were commanded 

by a military officer with the rank of lieutenant colonel.

 The establishment of PrTs reflected the past history of the United States in 

counterinsurgency and reconstruction. For example, in its campaign to defeat 

the Philippine insurgency from 1899 to 1902, the U.S. established more than 00 

small garrisons throughout the country.82 Many years later, the United States 

established the Civil operations and rural Development Support (CorDS) 

program in Vietnam to provide development assistance in Vietnam. Civilian 

government officials primarily staffed CorDS; for example, in the I Corps 

area, only 70 of 2,000 CorDS personnel were military, and these officials 

had received four to six months of Vietnamese language training prior to their 

eighteen- to twenty-four-month assignments.

 In contrast to the CorDS program, PrTs in afghanistan were primarily 

staffed by military personnel including a commanding officer, two army civil 

affairs teams, a military police unit, a psychological operations unit, an explo-

sive ordnance/demining team, an intelligence unit, medics, a force protection 

unit, and administrative and support personnel. Civilian departments and 

agencies—primarily the Department of State and the agency for International 

Development—had a difficult time providing personnel to staff the PrTs. In 

the early years, the Provincial reconstruction Teams often only had one ju-

nior-level civilian official who was often on a ninety-day assignment, hardly 

enough time to develop situational awareness or personal relationships with 

local leaders.83 In June 200, the State Department had only thirteen Foreign 

Service officers serving in PrTs, and even by 2008, out of a total of 1,0 per-

sonnel assigned to PrTs in afghanistan, there were only thirty-four civilians 

from State, USaID and the Department of agriculture.84
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 The mission of the PrTs was threefold: to enhance security, to strengthen 

the reach of the central afghan government, and to facilitate reconstruction.85 

at times, these goals conflicted with military missions. For example, the PrTs 

would attempt to improve relationships with local leaders only to have U.S. 

military units raid and/or arrest the very leaders with whom they were trying 

to develop improved relationships. Despite problems, when he took over in af-

ghanistan in november 2003, lieutenant General David Barno almost doubled 

the number of PrTs from eight to fourteen in less than a year. By 200, there 

were twenty-two PrTs in afghanistan, and they were viewed as “one of the few 

efforts in afghanistan to approach military S&r [stabilization and reconstruc-

tion] tasks in a coordinated fashion at the tactical level.”86 By 2010 there were 27 

PrTs in afghanistan, and the number of civilians relative to military staff had 

increased significantly.

 on november 11, 200, Secretary of State Condoleezza rice announced the 

founding of the first Provincial reconstruction Team for Iraq, and Table 10.1 

summarizes the number of PrTs in both afghanistan and Iraq. But the Iraqi 

PrTs differed significantly from those in afghanistan. In Iraq, a State Depart-

ment official, not a military officer, was in charge, and the PrTs were staffed 

mostly by civilians. By the end of 2006, there were ten PrTs in Iraq, followed 

by twenty-five in 2007, and thirty-one in 2008. according to President Bush, 

the teams helped “local Iraqi communities pursue reconciliation, strengthen 

the moderates, and speed the transition to self-reliance.”87 Some of those in 

Iraq, however, disagreed that these objectives were being achieved. Colonel 

Peter Mansoor, the commander of the 1st Combat Brigade, 1st armored Divi-

sion, in Baghdad from 2003 to 200 and later the executive officer to General 

  10 . 1

Provisional reconstruction Teams (PrT) in afghanistan and Iraq

year afghanistan Iraq

2002 First PrT established
2003 8
2004 14
2005 22 First PrT established
2006 23 10
2007 25 25
2008 26 31
2009 26 22
2010 27 16

Source: Compiled by the author from various sources.
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David Petraeus, noted, “only in 2007 were provincial reconstruction teams 

embedded with combat teams across Iraq, thereby providing a powerful tool 

to assist brigade commanders in accomplishing their mission. regrettably, the 

change came four years too late.”88 There were two main stumbling blocks in 

deploying the teams in a timely fashion: the State Department wanted assur-

ance that security would be provided for their personnel, and rumsfeld was 

unenthusiastic about committing military forces to provide security. accord-

ing to a State Department official interviewed by Tom ricks, “The president 

would say, ‘Get this done,’ and leave the room. . . . and then rumsfeld would 

start squabbling with Condi—‘we’re not gonna secure your PrTs!’”89 The de-

bate concerning these issues caused a delay in fully deploying the teams and 

embedding them with combat units.90

 There were other problems as well.91 one was the ongoing staffing prob-

lem. as of July 2008, State had 230 personnel deployed to PrTs in Iraq, USaID 

had ninety-five, and DoD had only ninety personnel in PrTs in Iraq. In some 

cases, military personnel were assigned to PrTs outside of their training and 

specializations. For example, ranD analyst Seth Jones describes meeting and 

interviewing a PrT leader, Commander larry legere, in landlocked afghani-

stan; he was a nuclear-trained naval surface warfare officer who had previ-

ously served on an aircraft carrier, a destroyer, and an amphibious landing 

ship. according to Commander legere, “The four and a half months I spent at 

Fort Bragg in north Carolina before deploying to afghanistan was about the 

only preparation I had. I learned how to wear body armor and shoot, move, 

and communicate, but didn’t learn any real fundamentals about counter-in-

surgency.”92

 The United States was decisively and rapidly successful in defeating the 

forces of al Qaeda and the Taliban in afghanistan and the Iraqi army. It was far 

less successful in capturing or killing the leaders of al Qaeda and the afghan 

Taliban and in dealing with postwar reconstruction in both countries. Many 

of the assumptions that the U.S. made—such as the reception of american 

soldiers—proved not to be the case, and U.S. forces paid for these mistaken as-

sumptions in blood and lives. The disbanding of Iraqi security forces and the 

Baath Party contributed to the failure to provide security in postwar Iraq, and 

the withdrawal of U.S. soldiers, particularly Special Forces, from afghanistan to 

Iraq lessened the effectiveness of the U.S. there. as ahmed rashid has pointed 

out, “In Iraq, the United States committed too much money for reconstruc-

tion when stability had not been established. In afghanistan, the United States 
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committed too little money for reconstruction.”93 In both countries, the United 

States attempted to restore order and stability with a combination of military 

and civilian efforts, most notably the Provincial reconstruction Teams, but 

these were often marked by a lack of coordination, amateurish efforts, and an 

ad hoc approach.
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11 Policymaking

Making sense of policymaking in supposedly open societies can sometimes be as 

hard as penetrating the mysteries of closed societies.1

—Sir lawrence Freedman

The Constitution of the United States delineates the powers and responsibili-

ties of the government for making and implementing american foreign policy; 

article I grants the Congress some specific powers, and article II grants the 

executive branch the principal responsibility for foreign policymaking. But 

the references to foreign policymaking are general and brief, and because of 

this, one scholar characterized constitutional provisions concerning foreign 

policy as “an invitation to struggle” between the congressional and executive 

branches. Because of the ambiguity of constitutional provisions related to for-

eign policy, various presidential administrations have developed differing con-

ceptions of presidential control over foreign policy. In addition, foreign poli-

cymaking within the executive branch is often contentious. In this chapter, I 

will describe: (1) the approach of the George w. Bush administration to foreign 

policymaking, (2) congressional-executive relations concerning U.S. policy to-

ward afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, and (3) the divisions within the executive 

branch.

Foreign Policymaking in the George w. Bush administration

 although the Constitution is vague about the particulars of foreign poli-

cymaking, the Constitution set general responsibilities: the president and the 

executive branch would develop and implement foreign policy, and the con-

gressional branch would oversee it. over time, the Department of State became 

the lead department in making and implementing foreign policy.
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 The national Security act of 197 established the national Security Council 

(nSC) as an advisory body in the executive branch and as the principal body 

to advise the president about foreign and national defense issues. In terms of 

organizational theory, the nSC had a “staff ” advisory function rather than a 

“line” or implementing function. Different presidents and their nSC advisers, 

however, interpreted the functions of the nSC very differently. For example, 

the nixon national Security Council under Henry Kissinger often operated as 

a line agency, contrasting with the nSC of the George H. w. Bush administra-

tion under General Brent Scowcroft that operated as a classic staff advisory 

agency.2 The principal function of the nSC was to present options to the presi-

dent and to provide coherence in an administration’s foreign policy.

 when members of the Bush administration entered office in January 2001, 

as noted previously in Chapter 6, many members of the new administration’s 

foreign and national security officials had worked together before and had sub-

stantial policymaking experience. Both international relations specialists and 

members of the public assumed that this group would work together as a team 

and that U.S. foreign policy was in competent hands.

 other than the president, Vice President Dick Cheney was the most powerful 

influence on foreign policy in the administration. as Michael Gordon and Ber-

nard Trainor have noted, “Cheney was, by common consent, the most powerful 

vice president in history,” a view seconded by Bob woodward, Jane Mayer, and 

others.3 among Bush’s advisers, Cheney was clearly primus inter pares; Cheney 

himself told his biographer, “I’m not a staffer, I’m the vice president, a constitu-

tional officer, elected same as he [the president] is.”4 Because the vice president 

was elected, he did not serve at the pleasure of the president and could not be 

fired. This gave him a degree of independence and leeway that other advisers 

did not have, and he exercised his power in several principal ways. First, he 

promoted an expansive view of executive power, and according to this view, 

the presidential power was virtually unlimited. Second, Cheney supported the 

appointment of government officials who supported this view of presidential 

power. Perhaps the most important of these officials was Cheney’s mentor and 

good friend, Donald rumsfeld, as secretary of defense. Third, Cheney and his 

staff took an active role in the policymaking process. Fourth, because he lacked 

experience and background in international relations, President Bush essen-

tially handed the administration’s foreign policy portfolio to Cheney, who had 

both substantial background and interest in these issues.

 Members of the Bush administration had an expansive view of presidential 
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power and relied heavily on those advisers who held this view. a number of 

those who served in the George w. Bush administration had previously served 

in the nixon administration and believed that the watergate scandal had badly 

skewed the balance of power between the congressional and executive branches. 

Furthermore, many of the same people were bothered by the conclusions of the 

majority report that investigated the Iran-Contra scandal of the reagan ad-

ministration. at the time of the scandal, Cheney was a member of the House of 

representatives and the ranking minority republican member on the commit-

tee investigating Iran-Contra. when the majority issued its report, which was 

critical of the reagan administration, Cheney and the other minority members 

with the contributions of David addington and others issued their own report, 

which argued that President reagan had been motivated to act by “a legitimate 

frustration with abuses of power and irresolution by the legislative branch.”5

 Frustrated and concerned by increasing congressional involvement in for-

eign policy and wanting to defend the reagan administration against congres-

sional attacks, a number of legal scholars such as Samuel alito and Steven Ca-

labresi, a founder of the conservative Federalist Society, developed a theory of 

the “unitary executive.” alito argued that the president should not just exercise 

“some executive powers—but the executive power—the whole thing.”6 Cheney 

and addington strongly supported the “unitary executive” view that Congress 

could not unduly limit presidential power during wartime, and there were a 

number of other supporters of this view in the Bush administration. For exam-

ple, John C. yoo, a third tier official, a deputy assistant attorney general in the 

Department of Justice, had previously written that the president has “plenary 

powers” as commander-in-chief that belonged exclusively to the president. yoo 

argued that the president is the “sole organ of the nation in its foreign rela-

tions” and that the president may “violate international law and treaties, if he 

so chooses.”7 as journalist and Cheney biographer Barton Gellman noted, “yoo 

never rose above deputy assistant attorney general, but he was the fulcrum of 

the lever that Cheney pulled to move the world.”8 President Bush came to ac-

cept the expansive view of presidential power. In an exit interview with former 

Justice Department official James Comey, President Bush commented, “I de-

cide what the law is for the executive branch.”9 apparently, President Bush, who 

called himself “the Decider,” could determine whether the U.S. government 

would observe the prohibition of torture as mandated by international legal 

treaties and agreements. Those in the office of legal Counsel (olC) in the 

Justice Department argued, “[T]he President could argue that torture was legal 
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because he authorized it. The commander in chief, according to the olC, had 

inherent powers to order any interrogation technique he chose.”10 according to 

this view, the president could also decide that the U.S. government should not 

abide by the provisions of the internationally recognized Geneva accords con-

cerning the treatment of prisoners of war, and following the american attack 

on afghanistan in october 2001, at the recommendation of John yoo, President 

Bush announced that the United States would not observe the Geneva accords. 

The president had made his decision without consulting Secretary of State 

Powell, a former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or the top american 

military leaders, the chairman and vice chairman of the JCS, generals Myers 

and Pace, all of whom strongly objected to the president’s decision. later, at the 

recommendation of Cheney and his staff, the government announced that to 

try detainees it would establish military commissions, which had not been used 

since world war II.11

 Vice President Cheney and his staff strongly influenced many of the key 

foreign policy decisions in the Bush administration. a master of bureaucratic 

politics and behind the scenes policy machinations, Cheney was often able to 

manipulate the interagency system to produce the recommendations that he 

favored and that carried the day with Bush. once policy was determined, the 

president and vice president often gave the Department of Defense responsibil-

ity for implementing it. In many ways Cheney was the architect for the Bush 

administration’s foreign policy, and rumsfeld was the contractor, the policy-

maker responsible for translating Cheney’s decisions into actual programs and 

policies. Because of the trust that both Bush and Cheney placed in rumsfeld, 

his previous service as secretary, and his force of personality, rumsfeld became 

the most powerful secretary of defense since robert Mcnamara.

 Having previously served in government for many years, Cheney and rums-

feld understood the importance of making personnel appointments that re-

flected their policy views, and they worked hard to make sure that the views 

of those appointed to the Bush administration were close to their own. For 

example, they insisted that the secretary of state appoint hard-line, neoconser-

vative John Bolton as the State Department official in charge of arms control. 

not only would Bolton slow down or block arms control initiatives, he could 

also report back to Cheney and rumsfeld about what was happening in the 

State Department. Cheney’s and rumsfeld’s interest in appointments extended 

down the bureaucratic pecking order to include second or third tier officials. 

when Jay Garner appointed Tom warrick, the director of the Future of Iraq 
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Project, and Meghan o’Sullivan to be on his staff, rumsfeld called Garner and 

told him that they would be unacceptable and that he could not appoint them. 

Garner later noted that everyone thought that the order not to hire warrick 

and o’Sullivan came from Cheney’s office.12 rumsfeld was also proactive in 

the appointment of senior officers who led the military. In late august 2001, 

President Bush announced the appointment of air Force General richard My-

ers as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the first air Force officer 

to hold this position in more than two decades.13 Myers was sympathetic to 

rumsfeld’s ideas of military transformation and had a reputation for being 

unfailingly loyal, an important attribute to rumsfeld.14 as vice chairman of 

the JCS, rumsfeld selected Marine General Peter Pace, who had a reputation 

for being “pliable,” “a consummate team player,” and someone who “would not 

stand up to rumsfeld.”15 But rumsfeld was not satisfied only selecting the top 

military officers; after becoming secretary of defense, he insisted on approving 

all three- and four-star general officers. This enabled him to assure that the top 

ranking officers in the military would reflect his views and preferences on mili-

tary issues such as the military transformation. It also meant that top ranking 

officers took positions that differed from rumsfeld only at their professional 

peril. General eric Shinseki gave his honest estimate in testimony to the Senate 

armed Services Committee of the number of troops that would be required for 

the invasion of Iraq, and rumsfeld and wolfowitz strongly criticized him for 

doing so. later in the Iraq war, a number of general officers, who had served 

in command positions in afghanistan and Iraq, took the very unusual action 

of publicly criticizing rumsfeld and his running of the Pentagon and the Iraq 

war.16 In an after action report on his visit to Iraq and Kuwait in December 

2007, General Barry McCaffrey wrote, “Mr. rumsfeld was an american patriot, 

of great personal talent, energy, experience, bureaucratic cleverness, and cha-

risma—who operated with personal arrogance, intimidation and disrespect for 

the military, lack of forthright candor, avoidance of personal responsibility, and 

fundamental bad judgment.”17

 Part of the reason that rumsfeld ultimately was unsuccessful and ineffective 

was his arrogance and the lack of respect he showed for people, particularly 

high-ranking military officers. For example, several months before the start of 

the war in Iraq, army General John abizaid, who at the time was the director of 

the Joint Staff of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and later the commander of Central 

Command, was barred from a planning meeting in the Pentagon to discuss 

possible military operations in Iraq by DoD civilian officials.18 Bush’s chief of 
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staff, andrew Card, recalled, “Sometimes Don would fall into the trap of say-

ing, ‘I’m smart, you’re not.’”19 General wayne Downing, a four-star general and 

former commander of the Special operations command, recalled, “He [rums-

feld] was toxic to the interagency process because there was little cooperation. 

It was rumsfeld’s way or no way.”20 a long-time, trusted adviser to rumsfeld, 

Steve Herbits, resigned in July 200 and wrote a seven-page memo to his boss 

characterizing his “style of operation” as the “Haldeman model, arrogant,” 

referring to nixon’s white House chief of staff H. r. Haldeman. Herbits also 

portrayed rumsfeld as “indecisive, contrary to popular image. . . . would not 

accept that some people in some areas were smarter than he. . . . Trusts very few 

people. Very, very cautious. rubber glove syndrome,” meaning that he did not 

want to leave his fingerprints on decisions.21

 rumsfeld was willing, even enthusiastic, about “leaving his fingerprints” on 

the public presentation of progress in the war effort. In previous conflicts, most 

often military leaders presented information about the course of the war. For 

the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, it was rumsfeld who conducted the almost 

daily Pentagon press briefings. while rumsfeld was often witty, intelligent, and 

humorous, his arrogance and impatience sometimes tripped him up. at a town 

hall meeting with soldiers in Kuwait, one soldier asked the secretary why troops 

had to scavenge for scrap metal and bullet-proof glass—what soldiers called 

“hillbilly armor”—to bolt onto their Humvees and trucks in order to provide 

protection against improvised explosive devices (IeDs). rumsfeld responded, 

“as you know, you go to war with the army you have. They’re not the army 

you might want or wish to have at a later time.”22 In april 200, a reporter 

asked rumsfeld why he was ordering the extension of the tours of duty for 

20,000 troops in Iraq for three months, and he replied impatiently, “Come on, 

people are fungible. you can have them here or there. we have announced the 

judgment. It is clear. you understand it. everyone in the room understands that 

we needed additional—the commander decided he’d like to retain in-country 

an additional plus or minus 20,000 people and that is what we are doing.”23 

Former army brigade commander Colonel Peter Mansoor described the reac-

tion to rumsfeld’s comment in Baghdad: “watching the news conference in the 

brigade tactical operations center, a young soldier turned to Major Mike Shrout 

and asked, ‘Sir, what does fungible mean?’ For the record, it means replaceable 

or exchangeable. Try telling that to our families.”24

 Cheney, rumsfeld, and their subordinates took a very active role in making 

policy, particularly in foreign policy and national security. Cheney established a 



 Policymaking

195

kind of mini-nSC within his office headed by his chief of staff, lewis “Scooter” 

libby. after he resigned as secretary of state, Colin Powell was asked whether 

a different nSC with more effective leadership would have had an effect on 

foreign policymaking in the Bush administration, and he responded, “I don’t 

know. Probably not.” The interviewer asked why not, and Powell responded 

succinctly with one word, “Cheney.”25 after leaving office, Powell’s long-time 

aide and chief of staff at the State Department from 2002 to 200, larry wilk-

erson, was even blunter: “In President Bush’s first term, some of the most im-

portant decisions about U.S. national security—including vital decisions about 

postwar Iraq—were made by a secretive, little-known cabal. It was made up of 

a very small group of people led by Vice President Dick Cheney and Defense 

Secretary Donald rumsfeld.”26 The result, according to wilkerson, was the “ru-

inous foreign policy of George w. Bush. . . . It’s a disaster. Given the choice, I’d 

choose a frustrating bureaucracy over an efficient cabal every time.” one of 

the other ironies of the division between the State and Defense departments 

in the Bush administration is that the State Department had more top civilian 

officials who were military combat veterans than the Defense Department or 

the vice president’s office. at State, Colin Powell, his deputy richard armitage, 

and larry wilkerson had all served multiple combat tours of duty in Vietnam; 

of the top civilian officials at DoD, only rumsfeld had served in the military, 

and the vice president had received five deferments from the draft which al-

lowed him to avoid military service. yet, it was the vice president’s office and 

the senior civilians in DoD who were the most hawkish on the war.

Interagency Differences: “Cats in a Sack”

 Scholars who have studied the Bush administration have noted the divisions 

among those responsible for making foreign policy. Ivo Daalder and James 

lindsay identified three distinct groups within the Bush administration: as-

sertive nationalists (Dick Cheney, Donald rumsfeld), neoconservatives (Paul 

wolfowitz, John Bolton, richard Perle), and pragmatic internationalists (Colin 

Powell, richard Haass). each of these three groups had a distinctive world-

view and preferred means of dealing with international relations in general 

and afghanistan and Iraq in particular. The attacks of September 11 reduced 

the significance of these differences as the nation rallied to defend itself against 

the clear and present danger of terrorism, and when the United States attacked 

afghanistan in october 2001, there was substantial bipartisan support. How-
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ever, as the Bush administration moved toward a decision to attack Iraq, these 

differences became more important and pronounced. In January 2003, rums-

feld went to the white House and requested authority for the Department of 

Defense to oversee postwar reconstruction in Iraq. President Bush responded 

to rumsfeld’s request by signing national Security Presidential Directive 2, 

giving formal responsibility for postwar planning in Iraq to the Department 

of Defense.27 This action was taken despite the fact that DoD had not been 

primarily responsible for postwar reconstruction since the end of world war 

II, more than half a century before.

 Dov Zakheim, a member of the “Vulcans,” the small number of foreign pol-

icy experts who advised George w. Bush in the 2000 presidential campaign, 

and who later served in the Bush administration as the Pentagon’s comptrol-

ler, noted the extent of the interagency differences: “State and Defense were 

at war—don’t let anyone tell you different. within policy circles, it was knee-

jerk venom, on both sides. neither side was prepared to give the other a break. 

It began in 2001, got exacerbated during the buildup to Iraq, and stayed on.” 

Zakheim noted that these differences did not just exist at the top, but affected 

the “working level” as well and that “people who had to work with, and trust, 

each other—and they didn’t.”28 Washington Post journalist Karen Deyoung 

noted that the bureaucratic differences “extended far beyond specific policy 

disagreements. It was institutional, ideological and even personal.”29 Com-

menting on the State and Defense departments, CIa official Charles Duelfer 

noted, “It was Sunnis and Shias, but in washington. They could never agree on 

a shared set of facts or strategy.”30 General Tommy Franks was blunter, “on far 

too many occasions the washington bureaucracy fought like cats in a sack.”31

 over time major differences developed between the vice president’s office 

and the Department of Defense on one side and the State Department and 

the Central Intelligence agency on the other.32 The events leading to the war 

in Iraq heightened the disagreements. Cheney and rumsfeld focused on intel-

ligence that led them to reach conclusions different from those of the State 

Department and the CIa. For example, Cheney and rumsfeld believed that 

there was a link between al Qaeda and Iraq. representing DoD and the vice 

president’s office, Paul wolfowitz and Scooter libby repeatedly pressured the 

CIa to change its conclusion, as did the deputy director of the nSC, Steve Had-

ley. The CIa’s chief analyst, Jami Miscik, refused to change the agency’s conclu-

sions. CIa Director Tenet called Hadley and said, “Knock this off. The paper is 

done. It is finished. we are not changing it. and Jami is not coming down there 
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to discuss it anymore.”33 Several days later, President Bush met with Miscik and 

asked if “his guys” had “stepped over the line.”34 She told the president that the 

agency could deal with the pressure; however, this episode revealed the depth 

of division within executive branch agencies.

 There were other issues that underscored the depth of differences among 

the various executive branch agencies. In his 2003 State of the Union address, 

President Bush referred to reports that Iraq was attempting to buy uranium 

(“yellow cake”) from the african country of niger, and that this showed that 

Saddam Hussein was trying to develop nuclear weapons.35 Upon closer inves-

tigation, the intelligence reports on which this conclusion was reached turned 

out to be forgeries, yet the damage had been done: the president had used er-

roneous information on which to base his case. nSC adviser rice and CIa ri-

rector Tenet debated over who was responsible for this error, and it provided 

another example of the negative effect of interagency dissention.

 The divisions between State/CIa and Defense/vice president’s office were 

not atypical within the executive branch, for relations among offices in other 

parts of the executive branch were not cordial. CenTCoM commander Franks 

needed to work closely with the designated action officer for Iraq within the 

Pentagon, Douglas Feith, but General Franks had little or no confidence in 

Feith. In his memoirs, Franks recalled a comment he made to a colleague con-

cerning Feith, “I have to deal with the fucking stupidest guy on the face of 

the earth almost every day.”36 In Iraq, both Jay Garner and later Paul Bremer 

reported to Secretary of Defense rumsfeld, and General Franks, General abi-

zaid, and General Sanchez reported to rumsfeld. This arrangement violated 

the hallowed military organizational principle of “unity of command.” no 

single official in Iraq was superior, and the consequences were both clearly 

evident and negative. General abizaid complained that he could not even talk 

with Bremer.37 according to journalist George Packer, “Bremer and Sanchez 

literally hated each other. . . . Jerry [Bremer] thought Sanchez was an idiot, 

and Sanchez thought Jerry was a civilian micromanaging son of a bitch.”38 In 

his memoirs, General Sanchez expressed his frustration with the dysfunctional 

organizational arrangements in Iraq: “The Department of State was reluctant 

to deal with the CPa, which was now under control of the national Security 

Council. The CPa was reluctant to deal with the Department of State or the 

Department of Defense. There was no indication that the nSC was making 

any effort to synchronize all governmental agencies to achieve unity of effort 

in Iraq.”39
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 The interagency battles in washington had a direct influence on the plans 

for governing postwar Iraq. Journalists and historians believe that the decisions 

to disband the Iraqi military and security forces, to ban former members of 

the Baath Party from participating in the postwar government, and to post-

pone the formation of an interim government were three of, if not the single 

most significant decision, influencing the future of postwar Iraq. The evidence 

indicates that rumsfeld, wolfowitz, Paul Bremer, Douglas Feith, and walter 

Slocombe did not consult with the State Department, the CIa, or the nSC on 

these three momentous decisions.40

 a further indicator of the interagency split concerned the leadership of Iraq. 

each powerful department or agency in washington had its own preferred 

postwar leader. The Department of Defense favored ahmed Chalabi—that is, 

until there were indicators that he was passing U.S. intelligence information to 

Iran. The CIa favored ayad allawi, and the State Department favored adnan 

Pachachi.41

 In the interagency battles, Colin Powell and the State Department were on 

the losing side time after time. Finally, Powell had enough and went to the oval 

office in January 200 for his last meeting with President Bush. Powell told the 

president, according to journalist Karen Deyoung, “[S]enior officials in rums-

feld’s office at the Pentagon were actively and dangerously undermining the 

president’s diplomacy, he said, mentioning several by name. Bush replied that 

every administration had similar problems and recalled the legendary battles 

between Secretary of State George Shultz and Defense Secretary Caspar wein-

berger in President reagan’s administration. Powell assured him that he had 

been there as weinberger’s chief military aide and later as reagan’s national 

security adviser, and that what was happening now was something altogether 

different.”42 In short, Powell told the president that the interagency process was 

broken, a conclusion that was later seconded by veteran american diplomat 

Dennis ross, who wrote, “[D]ivisions within the administration were never 

resolved.”43 even rumsfeld himself recognized this problem; in January 200, 

rumsfeld told nSC deputy Steve Hadley, “you know, the interagency’s bro-

ken.”44 other participants agreed with this critical assessment. In his memoirs, 

General Franks remarked, “I wish some things had been done differently. I wish 

Don rumsfeld and Colin Powell had forced the Defense and State Departments 

to work more closely together.”45 of course, the only person who had the au-

thority to order such cooperation was President Bush, and he chose not to do 

so.
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 So what if the interagency process was, as Powell put it, “broken”; what dif-

ference did that make? The principal result of this broken process was that the 

president, the american government official responsible for making decisions 

of import, was not presented with options. according to CIa Director Tenet, 

“In none of the meetings [concerning Iraq] can anyone remember a discussion 

of the central questions. was it wise to go to war? was it the right thing to do? 

The agenda focused solely on what actions would need to be taken if a deci-

sion to attack were made.”46 Based on his interviews, Bob woodward reported, 

“Both Powell and rice knew that Powell had never made an overall recommen-

dation on war [against Iraq] to the president since he had never been asked.”47 

why did the United States go to war against Iraq? not even those closest to the 

policymakers know the answer.

 Former government official Gregory Treverton has written, “In general, the 

federal government achieves interagency coordination in two ways: either des-

ignating a lead agency or passing the coordinating responsibility to the white 

House—for instance, to the nSC. If an agency leads, it then constructs its own 

means of achieving interagency coordination.”48 Traditionally, the State De-

partment is the “lead agency” in foreign policy; however, the George w. Bush 

administration gave the Department of Defense this responsibility prior to and 

during the Iraq war because the president deferred to Cheney and rumsfeld. 

only after the dissention between the two principal departments responsible 

for foreign and defense policy became debilitating and dysfunctional, did Pres-

ident Bush on May 1, 200, sign national Security Presidential Directive 36, 

reversing his earlier directive and giving responsibility for postwar reconstruc-

tion in Iraq to the State Department.49

The national Security Council

 when dissention and conflict developed among various executive branch 

departments and agencies, the national Security Council could and should 

have taken responsibility for coordination. The national Security act of 197 

created the nSC as the organization responsible for coordinating policy and 

making recommendations to the president for issues related to foreign and de-

fense policy of the United States. The president’s assistant for national security 

affairs is responsible for coordinating the interagency process and making rec-

ommendations to the president. During the first term of the Bush administra-

tion, Condoleezza rice held this position and in the view of most observers 
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did not do a good job. richard armitage of the State Department thought that 

the nSC under rice was “dysfunctional.”50 another State Department official, 

David Kay, thought that rice “was probably the worst national security ad-

viser in modern times since the office was created.”51 according to a member 

of rice’s nSC staff, “Condi was a very, very weak national security advisor.”52 In 

his memoirs, George Tenet wrote, “Quite simply, the nSC did not do its job,”53 

and another CIa official was even more critical, saying, “I think rice didn’t re-

ally manage anything, and will go down as probably the worst national security 

advisor in history.”54

 In the absence of rice asserting the prerogatives of her office, the Depart-

ment of Defense and the office of the Vice President became the principal 

sources of national security policy direction in the Bush administration. rums-

feld principally determined U.S. policy in the afghan war. Cheney provided 

overall guidance for the Iraq war, and rumsfeld conveyed his wishes to the 

civilian and military leaders in the field. The result was what ambassador Den-

nis ross called “bureaucratic dysfunction.”55 another experienced policymaker 

and former close adviser to Colin Powell, richard Haass, commented, “Presi-

dents tend to get the nSC they want, and this [the Bush administration] was 

no exception. what this president didn’t get was the nSC he needed.”56 Jacob 

weisberg concluded that Condoleezza rice primarily fed “the president’s need 

to feel that he was doing the right thing once he made up his mind,” and that 

this was “an abdication of her fundamental responsibility.”57

 In the second Bush administration, Stephen J. Hadley, who had served as 

rice’s deputy during the first term, replaced rice as national security adviser. 

Hadley graduated from yale law School in 1972 and worked in both the private 

and public sectors. He worked on the national Security Council under Brent 

Scowcroft in the Ford administration, on the commission to investigate Iran-

Contra (Tower Commission) in the reagan administration, and as assistant 

secretary of defense in the George H. w. Bush administration. In this position, 

Hadley worked for Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, Paul wolfowitz, and 

lewis “Scooter” libby. when Bush ran for the presidency in 2000, Hadley was 

one of the “Vulcans” and worked closely with Condoleezza rice in the cam-

paign and after.

 In contrast to rice and some other previous national security advisers, Had-

ley was considered low-key and even-keeled and preferred to remain in the 

background rather than in the public spotlight; he was rarely on the Sunday 

morning news shows and did not give many interviews. Given his previous 



 Policymaking

201

association with Cheney and rumsfeld, there were persistent rumors that Had-

ley was “Cheney’s mole”58 and that he would provide rumsfeld with advance 

information as a “heads up.”59

 He was willing to take responsibility for his statements and actions, even 

when mistaken. In his State of the Union address of January 28, 2003, Presi-

dent Bush said, “The British government has learned that Saddam Hussein re-

cently sought significant quantities of uranium from africa.”60 Bush’s claim was 

based on a report that Iraq had attempted to buy uranium ore (“yellow cake”) 

from niger as part of its plan to develop nuclear weapons. CIa Director Tenet 

had earlier told Hadley that this claim could not be substantiated, and yet it 

appeared in Bush’s speech.61 Following the disclosure that the “yellow cake” 

charge was false, the white House and CIa debated who would take responsi-

bility for the mistake. after Tenet disclosed the memos that the CIa had sent 

to the white House challenging the claim, Hadley admitted that Tenet had told 

him this and that he had forgotten it prior to the speech and said, “Signing off 

on these facts is my responsibility. . . . and in this case, I blew it. I think the only 

solution is for me to resign.”62 The president did not accept Hadley’s offer to 

resign, and he remained the deputy nSC adviser.

 as deputy national security adviser, Hadley chaired the Deputies Commit-

tee, which included richard armitage from State, either wolfowitz or Feith 

from DoD, John Mclaughlin from CIa, and libby from the vice president’s 

office. nSC member richard Clarke recalled that Hadley had a “methodical, 

lawyerly style,” and that “[it] was his idea to slowly build a consensus that ac-

tion was required, ‘to educate the Deputies.’”63 Given the strong personalities 

and policy differences represented on the Deputies Committee, building con-

sensus was a difficult process.

 once he became national security adviser, Hadley modeled his behavior 

on his old nSC boss, Brent Scowcroft, who sought to present options to the 

president rather than serve as the president’s chief defender, as Condoleezza 

rice had done. Hadley was also willing to acknowledge realities; for example, in 

February 200, Hadley told a colleague regarding U.S. policy in Iraq, “I give us a 

B-minus for policy development and a D-minus for policy execution.”64 Due to 

his concern about the course of the war, on December 11, 2006, Hadley invited 

several outside advisers including retired General Jack Keane, Stephen Biddle, 

and Professor eliot Cohen to come to the white House and share their views 

of the state of the Iraq war with the president and the vice president.65 This 

meeting began a series of meetings that would culminate in the development 
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and acceptance of the surge, the plan to send an additional 30,000 american 

troops to Iraq. In the discussions reviewing Iraq policy, Hadley “wanted to re-

main a neutral broker of alternatives in the traditional mold of his office. all 

options were examined, including the resources required to implement each 

one.”66 The low-key, Scowcroft “honest broker” model of national security poli-

cymaking adopted by Hadley served President Bush much better than the more 

adversarial rice approach.

Congress: Hawks, Doves, and lambs

 Political scientists have demonstrated many times a trend in public and con-

gressional support for american foreign policy; namely, in the immediate wake 

of a crisis, the american people and members of Congress will “rally round 

the flag” and support the president, at least for a limited amount of time. This 

characteristic was clearly evident in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on the 

United States. In early September 2001, polls showed that President Bush’s pub-

lic approval rating stood at 1 percent—an historic low for a president in his 

first eight months of office—but soon after the 9/11 attacks his approval rating 

soared to 90 percent, a figure that was only surpassed in recent american po-

litical history by the president’s father following the first Gulf war.

 on September 1, the Congress, with only one dissenting vote, passed a res-

olution empowering the president to “use all necessary and appropriate force 

against those nations, organizations, or persons he determines planned, au-

thorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 

11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons.”67 The atmosphere cre-

ated by 9/11 influenced the way in which Congress acted. The homeland of 

the United States had been attacked for the first time in almost two centuries, 

and Congress generally approved whatever the president requested to respond 

to the attacks and to provide for the security of the United States. Soon after 

9/11, President Bush requested an additional $9.8 billion for homeland security, 

and in February 2003, he requested and the Congress approved $37.7 billion 

for homeland security, an amount that was more than double what he had 

requested when he became president.

 on the foreign policy front, Congress supported President Bush’s actions in 

afghanistan against the Taliban government and al Qaeda sanctuaries. Because 

the U.S. was responding to a direct attack on its homeland, there was little con-

troversy regarding the responses to the attacks, which were strongly supported 



 Policymaking

203

by a cross-section of republicans and Democrats, liberals and conservatives. 

when the U.S. attack on afghanistan began, polls indicated that 88 percent of 

americans and 6 percent of Britons supported military action.68

 Congressional and public opinion concerning afghanistan’s neighbor, Paki-

stan, was more complicated. as noted in Chapter 3, the United States and Paki-

stan were close allies during the cold war. For example, Pakistan was a mem-

ber of both the Southeast asian Treaty organization (SeaTo) and the Central 

Treaty organization (CenTo, also known as the Baghdad Pact). In addition, 

Pakistan allowed the U.S. to base its U-2 spy planes in Pakistan to conduct mis-

sions over the USSr, and in the early 1970s Pakistan served as a go-between for 

the United States and the People’s republic of China in their effort to normalize 

their relations. Following the Soviet invasion and occupation of afghanistan in 

December 1979, Pakistan served as the conduit for money and arms to the mu-

jahideen. However, after the defeat of the USSr, the U.S. significantly decreased 

its support of Pakistan. Following the end of the Soviet-afghan war, a number 

of members of Congress became concerned about Pakistan’s effort to develop 

nuclear weapons, and in 198 Congress passed the Pressler amendment, which 

prohibits U.S. foreign and/or military assistance unless the president certifies 

that Pakistan did not possess a nuclear weapon. In 1990, President George H. 

w. Bush would not issue such a certification, and as a result, american aid 

virtually ceased, and this included support for military-to-military exchanges. 

according to former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers, “The 

Pakistani military no longer knew the american military and we didn’t know 

them. For many Pakistani officers, their view of the americans was often based 

upon the shrill rhetoric of extremists, since they no longer were able to come 

to the United States for training and have the chance to see our country first-

hand.”69 as a result of the sanctions imposed by the Pressler amendment, U.S. 

officials had not had direct contact with Pakistani officials for more than a de-

cade at the time of the 9/11 attacks.

 George w. Bush entered office as the first republican president in almost 

eight decades at the same time that both houses of Congress were in control of 

his party. This meant that republicans chaired all of the principal committees 

in Congress, and this enabled them to exert major control over the congres-

sional agenda, appropriations, and, significantly, hearings. In a time of war, few 

members of Congress—republican or Democrat—were willing to question or 

challenge the commander-in-chief, and this hesitance applied particularly to 

holding hearings to examine the administration’s war plan. This behavior was 
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eerily reminiscent of the role that Congress had played in the Vietnam war. In 

august 196, when reports reached washington that two american naval ves-

sels had been attacked by north Vietnamese patrol boats, the Congress passed 

the Gulf of Tonkin resolution empowering President Johnson to take “all nec-

essary measures to repel any armed attacks against the forces of the United 

States and to prevent further aggression.” Senator J. william Fulbright served 

as the floor manager of the resolution, which passed with only two dissenting 

votes. as U.S. commitments and casualties increased in Vietnam, the Congress 

became more assertive, and it was Senator Fulbright, the chairman of the Sen-

ate Foreign relations Committee, who held the first significant hearings on 

the war. Three and a half decades later there was no republican analogue to 

Fulbright; the republicans in Congress were not willing to question the re-

publican president, and Democrats were not willing to question the president’s 

policies in wartime. In looking back on this period, Senator Chuck Hagel has 

written, “one of the questions that future historians will consider is: ‘what was 

and what should have been the role of Congress in the lead up to and entry into 

war with Iraq?’”70

 as the Bush administration moved toward war with Iraq, Congress was not 

very active. as journalist Thomas ricks pointed out, “In previous wars, Con-

gress had been populated by hawks and doves. But as the war in Iraq loomed, 

it seemed to consist mainly of lambs who hardly made a peep.”71 There were 

several reasons for this. First, several leading Democrats had publicly opposed 

going to war in 1990–91, prior to the first Gulf war, and they had been proved 

wrong in their dire predictions of costs and casualties. Second, Democrats are 

often viewed as soft on defense, and, therefore, they want to underscore their 

commitment to and support of a robust national security policy. Third, the 

United States had been attacked and was at war, and in this environment, it was 

even more difficult for Democrats to oppose action against Iraq.

 on october 10, 2002, the House voted 296–133 to authorize the president 

to use military force against Iraq, and shortly after midnight the Senate voted 

77–23 to authorize such action. a number of Democratic senators who would 

later run for their party’s presidential nomination, including John Kerry, John 

edwards, Joseph Biden, and Hillary Clinton, voted in favor of the resolution, 

votes that would later prove embarrassing.

 once the U.S. invaded and occupied Iraq, the Congress acquiesced in the 

president’s decision. The quietude on Capitol Hill lasted until the spring of 

200, when shocking photos of american soldiers abusing prisoners at abu 
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Ghraib prison were published. The Senate armed Services Committee held 

hearings on the scandal, and the members, particularly Democrats, were scath-

ing in their criticism. when Paul wolfowitz appeared before the committee, 

Senator Clinton forcefully attacked him, saying, “you come before this com-

mittee . . . having seriously undermined your credibility over a number of years 

now. when it comes to making estimates or predictions about what will occur 

in Iraq, and what will be the costs in lives and money, . . . you have made nu-

merous predictions, time and time again, that have turned out to be untrue 

and were based on faulty assumptions.”72 wolfowitz faced a similar reception 

when he appeared before the House armed Services Committee. representa-

tive Ike Skelton, one of the most respected members of Congress for his interest 

in and understanding of military affairs, told wolfowitz, “I see two Iraqs. one 

is the optimistic Iraq that you describe . . . . and the other Iraq is the one that 

I see every morning, with the violence, the deaths of soldiers and Marines.”73 

These hearings did not command much attention and did not mark the begin-

ning of systematic and careful oversight and assessment of the U.S. war effort 

in Iraq. as Thomas ricks concluded, “There was little follow up or oversight. 

There were, for example, no hearings with returning division commanders. In 

retrospect, the hearings of May and June 200 were a spasm before the election 

season.”74

 Former CenTCoM commander Marine General anthony Zinni was also 

scathing in his criticism: “In the lead up to the Iraq war and its later conduct, I 

saw, at a minimum, true dereliction, negligence, and irresponsibility; at worst, 

lying, incompetence, and corruption. False rationales presented as a justifi-

cation; a flawed strategy; lack of planning; the unnecessary alienation of our 

allies; the underestimation of the task; the unnecessary distraction from real 

threats; and the unbearable strain dumped on our overstretched military.”75

 Scott McClellan, who served as white House press secretary from 2003 to 

2006, concluded, “The first grave mistake of Bush’s presidency was rushing 

toward military confrontation with Iraq. It took his presidency off course and 

greatly damaged his standing with the public. His second grave mistake was 

his virtual blindness about his first mistake, and his unwillingness to sustain 

a bipartisan spirit during a time of war and change course when events de-

manded it.”76

 The results of the 2006 congressional midterm elections sent a shockwave 

throughout the U.S. government. In the Senate, six incumbent senators were 

defeated, and the Democrats (with the support of two independents who cau-
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cused with the Democrats) gained a 1–9 majority. In the House, Democrats 

gained thirty-one seats and gained control for the first time since 199. In both 

houses of Congress, Democrats assumed majority control of committees and 

subcommittees, enabling Democrats to call hearings and to call witnesses to 

question the Bush administration’s policies.
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12 Allies

Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the 

foreign world.
—George washington, Farewell address

Peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations—entangling alliances  

with none.
—Thomas Jefferson, Inaugural address

we are a strong nation. But we cannot live to ourselves and remain strong.

—General George C. Marshall, January 22, 198

These three quotations illustrate two tendencies that have been at odds with 

one another since the founding of the american republic: isolationism and in-

ternationalism. washington, Jefferson, and other founding fathers wanted to 

remain separate from european politics, which they considered to be amoral, 

if not evil. Making this assumption, they wanted to remain separate and unin-

volved with europe and the rest of the world. Beginning in the eighteenth cen-

tury, three major international trends increasingly challenged the viability of 

isolationism. First, the industrial revolution depended upon access to the com-

ponents of industrialization: iron ore, coal, and petroleum, and few states had 

indigenous supplies of these resources. Second, involvement in two world wars 

and numerous smaller wars in the twentieth century caused many americans 

to change their view, as expressed by General George C. Marshall in the above 

quotation. Third, globalization increased international interdependence and 

made it impossible for a great power state to isolate itself from international 

involvement, and as the United States increasingly depended upon imported 

oil to fuel its society and industry, the U.S. had to be concerned and involved 

with Middle eastern politics.
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alliances in History

 allies and alliances have existed as long as politics. There are, for example, 

numerous references to alliances throughout the old Testament of the Bible.1 

The eminent British historian Sir Michael Howard has defined alliances as “the 

coming together of independent states, potentially hostile, with divergent in-

terests in an atmosphere of distrust.”2 This definition underscores a significant 

attribute of most alliances; namely, they are temporary agreements among 

states that compete, as well as cooperate, with one another. alliances have 

played a vital role in world politics for centuries. Following the emergence of 

nation-states after the conclusion of the Thirty years war in 168, the balance 

of power became the system for managing power within international rela-

tions, and alliances were an important means of balancing power within the 

system. In many cases, alliances were temporary and short-lived; today’s ally 

could be tomorrow’s enemy. In a nonideological, less nationalistic age, it was 

possible for leaders to shift a state’s allegiance from one state to another. over 

time, with the growth in importance of ideology and nationalism, such shifts 

became less feasible.

 The twentieth century witnessed the most destructive wars in human his-

tory, world wars I and II, and in both of them alliances proved key to victory; 

indeed, the name of the collection of victorious states in both wars was the 

“allied Powers.” In world war II, the “Grand alliance” consisted of the oppo-

nents to the axis Powers of Germany, Japan and Italy. The “Big Three” of the 

Grand alliance consisted of the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet 

Union. Because of their cultural similarities, same language, and common his-

tory, relations between the U.S. and the UK were characterized as the “special 

relationship,” and ever since world war II, British and american leaders have 

recognized and respected this. as with any alliance, however, there have been 

ups and downs; for example, when Britain joined France and Israel in attacking 

egypt to take over the Suez Canal in 197, President eisenhower strongly criti-

cized the erstwhile allies of the United States and pressured them to withdraw 

and to return control of the Suez to egypt. But time and again throughout the 

cold war, the U.S. supported the United Kingdom and vice versa.

 one of the most important and successful alliances in history is the north at-

lantic Treaty organization (naTo), founded in 199 in order to deter an attack 

on its members by the Soviet Union and its warsaw Pact allies. naTo was what 

is called in international law a “self-executing treaty,” meaning that if one mem-
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ber was attacked, the other members would automatically come to the aid of the 

attacked member. The crux of the naTo treaty is contained in article V, which 

stipulates: “The Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them 

in europe or north america shall be considered an attack against them all.” The 

principal assumption throughout the more than four decades of the cold war was 

that it might become necessary for the United States to come to the aid of the 

western european states as it had done on two previous occasions in the twentieth 

century. The 9/11 attacks on the U.S. were to prove that assumption wrong.

 on november 11, 1989, the unexpected, unpredicted occurred: the Berlin 

wall, the iconic symbol of the cold war and the division of east and west, came 

down and people crossed the hitherto impermeable barrier freely.3 This was fol-

lowed by another unexpected, unpredicted event a little more than two years 

later in December 1991 when the Soviet Union disintegrated. with these two 

events, the raison d’etre of naTo had disappeared; the USSr and its alliance, 

the warsaw Pact, no longer existed, so what was the purpose of naTo in the 

post cold war world?

 In the decade between the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the 9/11 

attacks on the U.S., naTo explored a number of new functions and objectives. 

It sought to assist the former Soviet bloc countries integrate into the west-

ern-oriented international system and in 199 established the “Partnership 

for Peace” in furtherance of this objective. In March 1999, naTo accepted the 

Czech republic, Hungary, and Poland as members of naTo.

 Conflict erupted among the three principal ethnic groups in former yugo-

slavia in the late 1990s, and an estimated 200,000 Muslim Bosnians were killed 

between 1992 and 199. when conflict broke out in Kosovo, which was also a 

part of yugoslavia, many feared that a similar genocide would follow. when 

Un intervention proved to be ineffectual, naTo approved a military mis-

sion—the bombing of yugoslavian forces—from March 2, 1999, through June 

10, 1999. Significantly, this was naTo’s first “out of area” military operation 

since its founding. according to most observers, this action stopped a potential 

genocide from developing in Kosovo, a worthy and remarkable accomplish-

ment when compared to the tragic events in Bosnia.

The war on Terror and U.S. allies

 Soon after the hijacked commercial airliners crashed into the Twin Towers 

of the world Trade Center, the Pentagon, and a field in Pennsylvania, world 



Issues 

210

leaders responded immediately and sympathetically. The first condolence call 

and offer of help came not from a long-time american ally, but rather from 

Vladimir Putin, the leader of the former cold war competitor of the United 

States, russia. Putin pledged to assist the U.S. to find those responsible for the 

attacks. Twelve days after the attacks, Putin told the president, “we are going to 

support you in the war on terror.”4 later, Putin encouraged the former Soviet 

republic of Uzbekistan to allow the U.S. to establish a base in order to be able 

to supply its forces in afghanistan and to be able to launch search and rescue 

teams for any downed pilots or lost soldiers. Two months after 9/11, Putin met 

with a delegation from the Department of Defense, and according to one of the 

american participants, Douglas Feith, he “was in a mood to share. He offered 

his opinion of key players in the country [afghanistan], his military obser-

vations, and his take on afghanistan’s neighbors. He touted russian weapons 

for the northern alliance as far better than other weapons, because its com-

manders knew the russian equipment so well.”5 Putin’s reaction and offer of 

assistance and information indicated that this was a new kind of war in which 

former competitors had become de facto allies literally overnight. of course, 

russia’s interests were also at stake because russia had a significant number of 

Muslim citizens and did not want militant Islamist states on its borders.

 long-time, close allies of the United States responded immediately and cou-

rageously. on September 11, there were about ,00 commercial and general 

aviation planes in american airspace.6 any of these could have been used for 

further attacks on U.S. cities; no one knew the extent of the threat. The govern-

ment of Canada allowed 239 airplanes to divert to Canada from U.S. airspace. 

In doing this, the Canadian government may very well have invited attacks on 

Canadian cities; such was the commitment of Canada to assisting the United 

States in its time of need.

 american allies in the Middle east expressed strong support for the United 

States in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. Fifteen of the nineteen hijackers were 

Saudi, and 9/11 served as a dramatic wake-up call for the Saudi government 

about the implications of its laissez-faire policy toward anti-western, Islamic 

radicals within the kingdom and allowing “charitable” organizations to raise 

money in Saudi arabia to send to jihadists. During the afghan-Soviet war, this 

was not only allowed but actively encouraged by both the Saudi and american 

governments; 9/11 changed that. of course, the Saudi government had to try 

and satisfy both the U.S. government and the conservative, wahhabi religious 

elements within Saudi society who were sympathetic and supportive of Islamist 
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groups such as al Qaeda. Just one month after 9/11, Sheikh Saleh bin luheidan, 

the chairman of the Supreme Judicial Council and a member of the senior 

council of religious scholars (ulema), issued a statement strongly criticizing 

osama bin laden and his followers for their call to holy war against the U.S., 

saying, “Jihad refers to the struggle to hold high His word; he who struggles 

in the way of God is the one who adheres to religious rites, avoids aggression 

and injustice, abides by Shariah and never becomes a cause for bloodshed and 

destruction to his people and country.”7 In essence, Sheikh bin luheidan was 

challenging the salafis’ authority to declare a jihad.

 a country that often disagreed with its arab neighbors, Israel, along with the 

Saudi government strongly condemned the attacks on the U.S. Two weeks after 

9/11, former Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin netanyahu spoke to a committee 

of the U.S. House of representatives and said, “Today we are all americans. In 

grief, as in defiance. In grief, because my people have faced the agonizing hor-

rors of terror for many decades, and we feel an instant kinship with both the 

victims of this tragedy and the great nation that mourns its fallen brothers and 

sisters.”8

 as previously noted, the U.S. and UK share a “special relationship” dating 

back at least to world war II. Following the 9/11 attacks, British Prime Minister 

Tony Blair flew to washington, DC, to express his condolences and support 

personally. In his speech to the american people of September 21, President 

Bush noted, “america has no greater friend than Great Britain.”9 In his speech 

to the labour Party in october 2001, just three weeks after the attacks on the 

U.S., Blair said, “[In] retrospect, the millennium marked a moment in time, 

but it was the events of the 11th of September that marked a turning point in 

history, where we confront the dangers of the future and assess the choices fac-

ing humankind. It was a tragedy, an act of evil. and from this nation goes our 

deepest sympathy and prayers for the victims and our profound solidarity for 

the american people. we were with you at the first, we will stay with you to the 

last.”10

 In the ensuing wars in afghanistan and Iraq, Great Britain and Blair were 

the strongest supporters of the United States, and President Bush publicly 

acknowledged the on-going “special relationship” between the U.S. and UK. 

During a visit to london in november 2003, the president said, “More than 

an alliance of security and commerce, the British and american peoples have 

an alliance of values. and today this old and tested alliance is very strong.”11 

Because of the importance of British support, President Bush acted in ways to 
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address concerns of Blair and the British public. For example, prior to invad-

ing Iraq, Blair insisted that the U.S. attempt to obtain Un approval of military 

action. Cheney, rumsfeld, and others were opposed to going to the Un, but 

because Blair insisted on this, the U.S. did so.

 Both Canada and Great Britain are members of naTo, which acted quickly 

to invoke article V of the naTo Treaty. In his speech to the nation, President 

Bush referred to this: “Perhaps the naTo charter reflects best the attitude of 

the world: an attack on one is an attack on all.”12 naTo backed up its words 

with tangible action and military forces. In the days and weeks following the 

9/11 attacks, naTo aircraft patrolled the skies over american cities. The U.S. 

did not have the capability to provide for the number of combat air patrols 

that were required, and naTo committed seven airborne warning and Con-

trol System (awaCS) aircraft from September 2001 through May 2002. More 

than 830 crewmen from thirteen naTo members flew ,300 hours and 360 

operational sorties during their deployment in the U.S.13 This was the first time 

that americans in the continental U.S. had been protected in their homeland 

by foreign military forces.

 In addition to russia, there were some surprising, new de facto allies of the 

United States in its war on terror. Syria, which was on the U.S. State Depart-

ment’s list of state sponsors of terrorism, provided american intelligence agen-

cies with information about al Qaeda and other terrorist groups such as the 

Muslim Brotherhood, which had influenced a number of al Qaeda members. 

Syria is a secular state run by the alawites, a branch of Sunni Islam, and as a 

secular state, al Qaeda represents an existential threat to Syria. This helps to 

explain Syria’s support of american counterterrorism efforts and its hostility 

toward al Qaeda. In a controversial process known as “rendition,” the CIa sent 

prisoners to Syria and egypt, where they were interrogated and tortured.14 In 

addition to Syria and egypt, libya and even Iran, which had had a hostile rela-

tionship with the U.S. since the hostage crisis of 1979, pursued al Qaeda persis-

tently and aggressively following the 9/11 attacks on the U.S.

 other arab countries also assisted the United States. Jordan had long had 

a complicated relationship with the U.S.; at least 30 percent of its population 

consisted of Palestinians who were hostile toward the foremost american ally 

in the Middle east, Israel. The long-time ruler of Jordan, King Hussein, at-

tempted to placate his Palestinian constituency while maintaining a friendship 

with the U.S. at times, this proved difficult or impossible. For example, dur-

ing the first Gulf war, King Hussein and Jordan supported Iraq, an action that 
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caused tension between his country and the U.S. But the split between the U.S. 

and Jordan was not irreparable, and in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on the 

U.S., Jordan—and in particular its intelligence service, the General Intelligence 

Directorate—provided valuable information on suspected and actual terrorists 

to the U.S. This cooperation came to light prominently in January 2010 when a 

Jordanian intelligence official took a double agent, Humam Khalil abu-Mulal 

al-Balawi, to a CIa base in Khost, afghanistan.15 al-Balawi supposedly had in-

formation on the location of ayman al-Zawahiri, the second most important 

leader of al Qaeda after osama bin laden. al-Balawi and his Jordanian handler 

were admitted to the CIa’s Forward operating Base Chapman, where al-Balawi 

detonated explosives that were hidden on his body, killing himself, seven CIa 

officers, and the Jordanian intelligence officer. In addition, six more CIa offi-

cers were critically wounded. This incident demonstrated the inherent dangers 

in intelligence cooperation even among close allies.

The war in afghanistan and U.S. allies

 Most american policymakers recognized the value and importance of hav-

ing allies in its war against terrorists. In his memoirs, George Tenet wrote, 

“[y]ou cannot fight terrorism alone. There were clear limitations on what we 

could do without the help of like-minded governments.”16 Former General and 

naTo commander wesley Clark observed, “without public support abroad, 

we cannot defeat al Qaeda.”17 others in the Bush administration, most impor-

tantly Vice President Cheney and Secretary of Defense rumsfeld, did not agree 

with this view. Shortly after the 9/11 attacks, rumsfeld wrote, “The war [on 

terrorism] will not be waged by a grand alliance united for the single purpose 

of defeating an axis of hostile powers. Instead, it will involve floating coali-

tions of countries, which may change and evolve.”18 Cheney remarked on Meet 

the Press, “The fact of the matter is for most of the others who are engaged in 

this debate, they don’t have the capability to do anything about it anyway.”19 

Cheney expressed the view that “a good part of the world, especially our allies, 

will come around to our way of thinking.”20 So, Cheney believed that american 

allies did not have the capabilities to help and that they would support the U.S. 

in any event; there was no need for allies. Besides, they were often difficult to 

work with and could place restrictions on the exercise of american power, and 

this was simply unacceptable to Cheney, rumsfeld, and other hardliners in the 

administration.
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 Several long-standing american allies—most notably the United Kingdom, 

australia, Canada, and Germany—sent special operations forces to afghani-

stan and helped to overthrow the Taliban and destroy al Qaeda training camps 

working with a new american ally, the northern alliance. when the U.S. turned 

its attention to and invaded Iraq in March 2003, american officials recognized 

the need for allies despite whatever misgivings they had, and in august 2003, 

naTo took control of the International Security Force afghanistan (ISaF).

The war in Iraq and the Coalition of the willing

 In March 2003, when the United States invaded Iraq, american military 

forces equaled 1,000 and British forces equaled 6,000. other countries that 

sent forces for the invasion included australia (2,000) and Poland (200). Table 

12.1 lists the maximum number of troops that the thirty-nine members of the 

U.S.-led coalition sent to Iraq during the war. These contributions to the war 

effort varied from the significant British commitment to the three soldiers sent 

by Iceland. although some critics of the Iraq war contended that it represented 

a “unilateral intervention” by the United States, such a statement ignores the 

substantial British commitment; at one point in the war, one-third of the Brit-

ish army was deployed to Iraq, a higher percentage than the U.S. army.

 President Bush was fond of pointing out that the Iraq war was a multina-

tional effort involving forty-nine allies of the U.S.21 In fact, ten members of the 

“Coalition of the willing” never committed troops; they only gave permission 

to have their names be placed on the list of countries supporting the U.S. The 

nature of the Iraq war coalition differed both quantitatively and qualitatively 

from previous american alliances. noticeably missing from the list of partici-

pants in the war were long-time U.S. allies such as Germany and France, both 

of which had participated in the first Gulf war and the bombing of Kosovo in 

1999. Secretary of Defense rumsfeld dismissed the charges that long-time al-

lies were missing from the coalition by noting that they were members of “old 

europe” and that they had been replaced by members of the “new europe.” The 

problem, of course, was that the “new europe” consisted of smaller, poorer, 

less militarily capable countries than the “old europe.” also noticeably miss-

ing in President Bush’s “Coalition of the willing” were any Islamic countries, 

which could have provided valuable services such as translators and trainers for 

the Iraqi security forces. not one Muslim country provided forces, a marked 
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U.S. and Coalition Troop Deployments in Iraq, 2003–9

Country
Maximum number  

deployed Date deployed Date withdrawn

albania 240 4/03 12/08
armenia 46 1/05 10/08
australia 2,000 3/03 7/09
azerbaijan 250 8/03 12/08
Bosnia and Herzegovina 85 6/05 11/08
Bulgaria 485 5/03 12/08
Czech republic 300 12/03 12/08
Denmark 545 4/03 12/08
Dominican republic 302 8/03 5/04
el Salvador 380 8/03 1/09
estonia 40 6/05 2/09
Georgia 2,000 8/03 10/08
Honduras 368 8/03 5/04
Hungary 300 8/03 3/05
Iceland 3 5/03 ?
Italy 3,200 7/03 11/06
Japan 600 1/04 12/08
Kazakhstan 29 9/03 10/08
latvia 136 5/03 11/08
lithuania 120 6/03 12/08
Macedonia 77 7/03 11/08
Moldova 24 9/03 12/08
Mongolia 180 8/03 10/08
netherlands 1,345 7/03 3/05
new Zealand 61 9/03 9/04
nicaragua 230 9/03 2/04
norway 150 7/03 8/06
Philippines 51 7/03 7/04
Poland 200 3/03 10/08
Portugal 128 11/03 2/05
romania 730 7/03 7/09
Singapore 175 (offshore) 12/03 12/08
Slovakia 110 8/03 12/07
South Korea 3,600 5/03 12/08
Spain 1,300 4/03 4/04
Thailand 423 8/03 8/04
Tonga 55 7/04 12/08
United Kingdom 46,000 3/03 7/09
Ukraine 1,650 8/03 12/08

Total of non-U.S. Coalition 67,918

Total of non-U.S./UK 21,918

Source: author’s calculations from various sources.
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contrast to the first Gulf war, in which a number of Muslim countries partici-

pated.

 Quantitatively, only one member of the coalition, the United Kingdom, sent 

tens of thousands of troops; seven (australia, Georgia, Italy, the netherlands, 

South Korea, Spain, and Ukraine) sent more than a thousand; twenty-one sent 

more than a hundred; and ten sent fewer than a hundred. The maximum num-

ber of forces deployed for the entire non-U.S. coalition equals 67,918; of course, 

because these troops were deployed at different times, there were never this 

many allied forces in Iraq, but this figure gives an idea of the magnitude of 

commitment. If one subtracts the 6,000 British troops from this figure, the 

total number of non-american-anglo forces equals 21,918.

 Many of the national forces sent to Iraq did not have a significant enough 

number to perform operational tasks effectively. In addition, there were prob-

lems of restrictive rules of engagement, communicating in different languages, 

and equipment interoperability. one Coalition Provisional authority official 

told journalist Tom ricks, “except for the Brits, they [allied forces] weren’t 

there to fight. The Dutch did good patrols, on foot. The Italians patrolled by ve-

hicle. . . . The Japanese didn’t patrol at all,” and the Thais’ rules of engagement 

did not allow them to leave the camp near Karbala at all.22 one soldier who 

was deployed next to a unit of soldiers from Georgia, who were equipped with 

Kalashnikov assault rifles, told the author that the Georgians were frequently 

caught stealing american weapons.23

The Sometimes allies: Turkey and Pakistan

 Some of the strongest allies of the United States during the cold war, includ-

ing Turkey and Pakistan, were hesitant to support the U.S. in its wars in afghan-

istan and Iraq. Turkey had been a strong, reliable ally of the U.S. During the first 

Gulf war, Turkish President Turgut ozal strongly supported the international 

coalition opposing Saddam Hussein, unlike the leaders of some other Islamic 

countries such as Jordan. The Kurdish issue influenced Turkey’s relationship 

with Iraq. There are an estimated 1 to 20 million Kurds in Turkey, and many 

would like independence from Turkey. Several radical groups including the PKK 

and PUK have engaged in terrorist activities against targets in Turkey, and Turk-

ish authorities, according to the U.S. Department of State, have responded by 

committing serious human rights violations against Kurdish individuals and 

groups including “torture, beatings, and extrajudicial killings.”24
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 Following the end of the first Gulf war, the United nations imposed sanc-

tions on Iraq, and Turkey formally participated in the sanctions, but also turned 

a blind eye toward smugglers and sanction-busters operating from Turkish ter-

ritory. according to ali allawi, “These parallel tracks—formal support for the 

policy of containing Iraq and exploiting the trade and other opportunities af-

forded it by the Iraqi regime’s isolation—were a recognized and accepted fea-

ture of Turkey’s Iraq policy in the 1990s.”25

 Turkey faced the threat of terrorism not only from its indigenous Kurds, but 

also from other groups. For example, in a plot that in some ways presaged the 

9/11 attacks, in november 1998, Turkish authorities discovered and broke up a 

plot by a radical Islamist extremist group to fly an airplane loaded with explo-

sives into the tomb of modern Turkey’s founder, ataturk.26 Two years later, CIa 

Director George Tenet sent a memo to President Clinton concerning the threat 

of al Qaeda: “our most credible information on bin laden activity suggests his 

organization is looking at US facilities in the Middle east especially the arabian 

Peninsula, in Turkey and western europe.”27

 when the United States attacked afghanistan, Turkey was supportive and 

participated in the training of members of the afghan national army in 

2002. as the war dragged on, two tiers of naTo countries developed: those 

that severely restricted the actions of their troops, including refusing to pro-

vide troops for counterinsurgency operations.28 These reluctant allies included 

France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Greece, and Turkey. The coalition forces engaged 

in ground combat operations, included forces from the United States, United 

Kingdom, Canada, Germany, and the netherlands. rumsfeld grew frustrated 

with the reluctance of U.S. allies to engage in combat and at one point com-

mented that it was like “having a basketball team, and they practice and prac-

tice for six months. when it comes to game time, one or two say, ‘we’re not 

going to play.’”29

 Turkey was even less willing “to play” in Iraq than afghanistan. The initial 

war plan for the invasion of Iraq called for a two-pronged attack by the Third 

Infantry Division and a Marine expeditionary Force coming from the south 

from Kuwait, and 92,000 troops of the Fourth Infantry Division from the north 

from Turkey. This deployment would have to be approved by the Turkish Par-

liament, which was problematic because 9 percent of the Turkish population 

did not want american troops in Turkey, and 0 percent saw U.S. policies as 

the greatest threat to Turkish security.30 The vote was scheduled for mid-Febru-

ary and postponed until March 1. In this interim period, the Turkish foreign 
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minister, yasar yakis, traveled to washington to negotiate the terms for Turkey 

to allow U.S. troops to transit Turkey into Iraq. Initially, yakis requested an as-

tounding $92 billion, which amounted to $1 million for each of the american 

troops transiting through Turkey. In addition, the foreign minister demanded 

that an equal number of Turkish troops be permitted to enter northern Iraq 

ostensibly to control the border, with the unspoken objective of controlling 

the Kurdish population in this area. Secretary of State Powell rejected both de-

mands and following negotiations, the U.S. agreed to a total aid package of $26 

billion. on March 1, the Turkish Parliament refused to approve the transit of 

american troops, an action that had major repercussions for both the U.S. and 

Turkey. For the U.S., it meant that the soldiers and equipment of the Fourth 

Infantry Division, which were on twenty-four ships waiting off the coast of 

Turkey, would have to transit to Kuwait; in short, the entire war plan would 

have to be revised on the fly. By the time the Fourth Infantry Division reached 

Kuwait and offloaded its soldiers and equipment, the main combat phase of 

the war was over. However, the threat that the Fourth Infantry Division would 

attack from the north caused the Iraqi general staff to send Iraqi divisions to 

the north that could have been used in the south. Therefore, even though the 

Fourth Infantry Division missed the kinetic phase of the war, it accomplished 

a valuable goal: to tie up several Iraqi divisions. The Turkish Parliament’s ac-

tion had a dramatic effect on the Turkish stock market, which fell 12. per-

cent within forty-eight hours of the parliament’s decision on fears that the U.S. 

would withdraw its aid.

 on March 19, 2003, the U.S. attack on Iraq began, and on the same day Tur-

key reluctantly approved overflight rights for american aircraft, the last mem-

ber of naTo to do so. on March 20, the day after the start of the invasion, 

the Turkish government repeated its demand to be allowed to intervene into 

northern Iraq. Secretary Powell was furious and rejected the Turkish demand. 

a senior U.S. official commented, “It feels like the Turks have taken a hot poker 

and stuck it in my eye. Don’t they watch Cnn? Don’t they know that the war 

has already started?”31 Despite the rejection of Turkish demands, Turkish forces 

massed on its border with Iraq, an action that gave the Turks the capability 

to intervene, if they so chose. and if they did, they would confront not only 

Iraqi forces, but also those of another naTo ally, the United States. although 

Turkish forces did not intervene en masse, american forces captured a group 

of Turkish special forces in July who claimed that they were operating against a 

Kurdish terrorist group.32
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 Turkey was not the only reluctant ally of the United States. Pakistan was 

also hesitant to support the U.S. in its wars on terror and in afghanistan and 

Iraq. In 1998, Pakistan detonated six nuclear explosions, and the United States 

imposed sanctions on Pakistan in response. a year later, General Pervez Mush-

arraf led a bloodless coup to overthrow the civilian government. In addition, 

the Pakistani government through its Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) direc-

torate, which the late Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto had called “a 

state within a state,” had provided support and funds to the Taliban and other 

Islamic radical groups. as President Clinton recalled in his memoir, “although 

we were trying to work with Pakistan to defuse tensions on the Indian subcon-

tinent, and our two nations had been allies during the cold war, Pakistan sup-

ported the Taliban and, by extension, al Qaeda.”33 as a result of this history, 

relations between the U.S. and Pakistan as of September 11, 2001, were shaky at 

best.

 Secretary of State Powell and his principal deputy, richard armitage, had 

worked closely with the Pakistanis during the 1980s and 1990s. armitage had 

worked with the mujahideen during the final throes of the Soviet-afghan war, 

and Powell, as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, had worked with the Paki-

stani military during the first Gulf war. Both men, however, had been out of 

government during the Carter years when relations between the U.S. and Paki-

stan became strained. Faced with the crisis catalyzed by 9/11, Powell and ar-

mitage made a list of seven non-negotiable demands for Pakistan: “[S]top al 

Qaeda operatives at your border; . . . provide the U.S. with blanket overflight 

and landing rights; . . . provide as needed territorial access to U.S. and allied 

military intelligence and other personnel; . . . provide the U.S. immediately 

with intelligence; continue to publicly condemn the terrorist acts of Septem-

ber 11; . . . cut off all shipments of fuel to the Taliban; . . . [and] should the 

evidence strongly implicate Usama bin-laden and the al Qaeda network in af-

ghanistan and should afghanistan and the Taliban continue to harbor him and 

this network, Pakistan will break diplomatic relations.”34 Just hours after the 

9/11 attacks, armitage met with the head of ISI, lieutenant General Mahmoud 

ahmed, who coincidentally was visiting washington, presented the seven U.S. 

demands, and told him, “no american will want to have anything to do with 

Pakistan in our moment of peril if you’re not with us.”35 The next day, the U.S. 

ambassador to Pakistan, wendy Chamberlain, met with President Musharraf in 

Islamabad and “bluntly” told him “that the September 11 attacks had changed 

the fundamentals of the [afghanistan-Pakistan] debate. There was absolutely 
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no inclination in washington to enter into a dialogue with the Taliban. The 

time for dialog was finished as of September 11. There was only one response 

to the terrible events: preventing the terrorists from ever repeating such ac-

tions again.” 36 when Musharraf was initially noncommittal about supporting 

the United States, Chamberlain told him, “Frankly, General Musharraf, you are 

not giving me the answer I need to give my president.” Musharraf then quickly 

responded, “we’ll support you unstintingly.”37

 Despite Musharraf ’s assurances, however, during the ensuing years of the 

war in afghanistan, Pakistan’s support of the United States was spotty. For ex-

ample, the Pakistani government had followed a hands-off policy toward the 

tribal areas on the border between their country and afghanistan, a policy that 

the British had previously followed. In 1920, lord Curzon, the British Viceroy 

of India, established the north-west Frontier Province as a buffer zone and 

recommended “respect for the independence and sentiment of the tribes.”38 

american soldiers stationed on the border could see that Pakistani military 

outposts would allow Taliban and al Qaeda members to move about freely on 

the Pakistani side of the border.39 In his memoir, army captain and infantry 

platoon leader Craig Mullaney recalled that on one patrol along the border, 

a Pakistani military outpost began firing on his soldiers: “Plumes of smoke 

trailed from the Pakistani observation post as grenades screamed toward Mc-

Gurk [a soldier in the platoon] below. action steadied my nerves. I raised the 

radio handset to my mouth and called the artillery battery. I read off the grid 

coordinates . . . enough to level our ally’s observation post. I understood now 

what it meant to kill or be killed.”40 In this case as well as others, the reluctant 

ally of the United States became its opponent.

allies’ Public opinion and the Coalition of the willing

 The relationship of terrorism, the war in Iraq, and allied cooperation was 

brought home in March 200 when members of al Qaeda simultaneously deto-

nated bombs in Madrid, Spain, killing 192 and wounding 1,600. In response 

to the bombings, Spanish Prime Minister Jose luis rodriquez Zapatero an-

nounced that his government was ordering the withdrawal of all Spanish forces 

from Iraq. This action was clearly taken to placate public opinion, which was 

restive in other countries as well.

 The public opinion of american allies is an important aspect of the rela-

tions of the United States with other countries. The Pew Global attitudes Pro-
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ject regularly measures public opinion concerning positive views of the United 

States. Table 12.2 indicates the percentage of respondents from selected coun-

tries in three different surveys who viewed the U.S. favorably.

 Public opinion experts recognize that there are many variables that affect 

people’s beliefs and attitudes, and it is difficult to isolate one or even several 

variables that definitively influence public opinion; however, the timing of the 

surveys in Table 12.2 is significant. The surveys in the first column were taken 

less than a year following 9/11, and the surveys in the second column were taken 

several months following the invasion of Iraq by the U.S. and its coalition. one 

can correlate that event with the public opinion results without concluding 

that the invasion caused the results. with that caveat, what is the significance of 

these figures?

 of the dozen countries listed, only two showed a small, statistically insignifi-

cant increase in positive views of the U.S.: France (+1%) and Pakistan (+3%). 

The French figure is so small that it essentially indicates no change, and the 

Pakistani change does not represent a very significant positive change: from 

10 to 13 percent positive ratings for the U.S. Ten of the thirteen countries listed 

have negative changes from the summer of 2002 to the summer of 2003, and 

some of these changes are impressive. The greatest change occurred in the larg-

est Muslim country in the world, Indonesia (–6%), followed by russia (–2%), 

Brazil (–18%), Germany (–16%), nigeria (–16%), and Turkey (–1%).

 Beyond these survey results, the outpouring of international goodwill to-

  12 .2

Percentage of respondents who View the U.S.  

Positively, September 2003

Country Summer 2002 Summer 2003 Change %

Brazil 52 34 –18
Britain 75 70 –5
Canada 72 63 –9
France 62 63 +1
Germany 61 45 –16
Indonesia 61 15 –46
Italy 70 60 –10
nigeria 77 61 –16
Pakistan 10 13 +3
russia 61 36 –25
South Korea 53 46 –7
Turkey 30 15 –15

Source: Pew Global attitudes Project, New York Times, September 11, 2003, p. a18.
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ward the United States following 9/11 contrasts markedly with the precipitous 

decline of positive views of the U.S. following the invasion of Iraq. american ac-

tions in Iraq and the drawn-out war in afghanistan contributed to the creation 

of a coalition of the unwilling even among those countries that had supported 

the United States in both afghanistan and Iraq. The government of Canada an-

nounced that it would remove its 2,800 soldiers from afghanistan by the end of 

2011. In February 2010, the Dutch government fell after it attempted to keep its 

2,000 troops in afghanistan, and there were predictions that the netherlands 

would withdraw all of its troops by the end of 2010. Professor Julian lindley-

French of the netherlands Defense academy predicted, “If the Dutch go, . . . 

that could open the flood gates for other europeans to say, ‘The Dutch are go-

ing, we can go, too.’”41 If Dutch and other european forces withdraw, there will 

be increased pressure on the already-stretched american forces.

 In the U.S. encounters with terrorism and Islamic radicalism in afghani-

stan, Pakistan, and Iraq, the views of allies were significant. Following the at-

tack on the U.S. on September 11, 2001, there was almost universal support for 

the United States, even from countries and people that were traditionally either 

not friendly or downright hostile toward the U.S. Le Monde’s headline of Sep-

tember 12, “we are all americans,” was hardly characteristic of that French 

newspaper’s usual editorial positions. Most countries recognized the clear and 

present danger that al Qaeda, for which the Taliban provided sanctuary, posed 

to the United States and supported american military efforts to destroy al Qa-

eda training camps and to overthrow the Taliban government. Support of the 

U.S. was still strong. It was the U.S. invasion of Iraq that caused strong allies of 

the U.S. to waver and in many cases to go from being part of the “coalition of 

the willing” to becoming reluctant allies or even opponents of american policy. 

and this transition occurred in a matter of several years.

 The loss of allies was very significant. one of the main problems of the U.S. 

in Iraq was the shortage of troops, a problem that was accentuated with the dis-

banding of the Iraqi military but could have been ameliorated with an increase 

in the number of allied forces in Iraq. But U.S. allies, with the most notable 

exception of Great Britain, were lukewarm about the Iraq war at the beginning 

of the war and became less and less supportive as the war dragged on. The loss 

of support for the U.S. and the resulting loss of allies was a major cost of the 

war in Iraq for the United States.

 Table 12.3 shows U.S. and naTo forces deployed to afghanistan as part of 

the International Security assistance Force (ISaF), which took over operations 

t



  12 . 3

International Security assistance Force (ISaF) Deployments to afghanistan,  

January 2007, February 2010, and november 2010

number of troops deployed

Country January 2007

February 2010  
(Pre-surge)

november 2010  
(Post-surge)

albania 30 255 258
armenia 0 0 40
australia 5 1,550 1,550
austria 0 3
azerbaijan 20 90 94
Belgium 300 575 491
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0 10 45
Bulgaria 100 540 516
Canada 2,500 2,830 2,922
Croatia 130 295 299
Czech republic 150 440 468
Denmark 400 750 750
estonia 90 150 140
Finland 70 95 150
France 1,000 3,750 3,850
Former yugoslav 
republic of Macedonia

120 165 163

Georgia 0 175 924
Germany 3,000 4,415 4,341
Greece 170 15 80
Hungary 180 315 502
Iceland 5 3 4
Ireland 10 8 7
Italy 1,950 3,150 3,688
Jordan 0 0 0
latvia 35 175 189
lithuania 130 165 219
luxemburg 10 9 9
Malaysia 0 30
Mongolia 0 47
netherlands 2,200 1,940 242
new Zealand 100 220 234
norway 350 500 353
Poland 160 1,955 2,519
Portugal 150 105 95
romania 750 945 1,648
Singapore 0 40 38
Slovakia 60 240 250
Slovenia 50 70 78
Spain 550 1,070 1,576
Sweden 180 410 500
Turkey 800 1,755 1,790
Ukraine 0 8 16
United arab emirates 0 25 35
United Kingdom 5,200 9,500 9,500
United States 14,000 47,085 90,000

Total 34,955 85,793 130,573

Source: International Security assistance Force (ISaF) http://www.isaf.nato.int.
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in afghanistan in January 2007, at which time there were thirty-seven countries 

contributing forces with a total strength of 33,9. Following the surge of forces 

into afghanistan, the total number of ISaF forces from forty-three countries 

by February 2010 equaled 8,793. Table 12.3 indicates the number of forces from 

each of the contributing countries.

 Table 12.1 shows U.S. and non-U.S. deployments to Iraq from 2003 through 

2009. as the table demonstrates, by august 2009, all non-U.S. members of the 

coalition had withdrawn from Iraq, and as of January 1, 2010, the Multi-na-

tional Force-Iraq had become the United States Force-Iraq, thus ending allied 

cooperation in Iraq.

 The dearest cost that any country pays for a war is the loss of its citizens. as 

of September 2010, there were a total of 2,086 fatalities in afghanistan: 61 per-

cent of these were american; 16 percent were British; and 22 percent were other 

nationalities. There were ,739 coalition fatalities in Iraq: 93 percent of these 

were american;  percent were British; and 3 percent were other nationalities.
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13 Strategy

In February 200, Vice President Cheney claimed that the insurgency in Iraq 

was in its “last throes,” and ten months later, he told an interviewer, “I do believe 

that when we look back on this period of time, 200 will have been the turning 

point when, in fact, we made sufficient progress both on the political front and 

the security front, so that we’ll see that as the watershed year.”1 In fact, 200 was 

indeed “a watershed year”: the U.S. war in Iraq was in deep trouble.

 according to Washington Post journalist Thomas ricks, “In 200 the United 

States came close to losing the war in Iraq.”2 The situation continued to worsen 

throughout 200 and into 2006. In testimony to the U.S. Congress, ambassador 

ryan Crocker, one of the State Department’s most experienced and respected 

diplomats with extensive service in the Middle east, commented, “[The year] 

2006 was a bad year in Iraq. The country came close to unraveling politically, 

economically, and in security terms.”3 a former U.S. army brigade commander 

observed, “In 2006, the war was almost lost; Iraq was in shambles.”4 The year 

had been marked by a number of significant events. In February, the al-askari 

(“Golden Dome”) Mosque in Samarra was bombed; in March, polls indicated 

that a majority of americans no longer supported the U.S. presence in Iraq; and 

in august, General John abizaid, the commander of U.S. forces in the Middle 

east, warned of the possibility of civil war in Iraq. according to journalist linda 

robinson, “By the summer of 2006, Baghdad was on fire. Sectarian violence 

was spilling over into all-out war, and it swept up hundreds of thousands of 

Iraqis.”5 on the U.S. domestic front, congressional elections were to be held in 

november. By the end of 2006, twelve of the thirty-nine members of the allied 

coalition, including three of the biggest contributors of forces—Italy, the neth-

erlands, and Spain—had withdrawn their troops from Iraq. Given these dis-

turbing indicators, what was the Bush administration to do about Iraq? and, of 

course, conflict continued in afghanistan and on the afghan-Pakistani border.



Issues 

226

what to Do about Iraq?

 Members of the Bush administration were concerned about the indicators 

and trend lines for Iraq in 2006. Gone was the neoconservative inspired talk of 

democratizing Iraq and the Middle east; by 2006, policymakers were talking 

about ways simply to avoid defeat—nothing more grandiose. In March, Presi-

dent Bush and the Congress appointed the Iraq Study Group co-chaired by 

former Secretary of State James a. Baker III and former long-time representa-

tive lee H. Hamilton, one a republican and the other a Democrat. They were 

joined by eight other distinguished americans with previous extensive govern-

ment service. The first sentence of the final report bluntly stated the starting 

assumption of the commission: “The situation in Iraq is grave and deteriorat-

ing.”6 In their transmittal letter in their final report, the co-chairs commented 

not only on the situation in Iraq, but also on the situation in the United States: 

“Many americans are dissatisfied, not just with the situation in Iraq but with 

the state of our political debate regarding Iraq.”7 The study group created four 

different working groups with forty-four foreign policy analysts and specialists 

on Iraq. In addition, the commission held nine plenary sessions and consulted 

with officials and representatives from the U.S. executive and congressional 

branches of government, the Iraqi government, foreign officials, former U.S. 

policymakers, and foreign policy specialists. after almost nine months of study, 

the commission issued its final report in December 2006, which contained 

seventy-nine recommendations. The commission recommended that the U.S. 

launch a diplomatic offensive throughout the Middle east including engaging 

directly with Iran and Syria, two countries with which the U.S. did not have 

good relations. In addition, the commission recommended that the U.S. deal 

directly with the arab-Israeli conflict. In dealing with Iraq, the commission 

recommended specific benchmarks for the Iraqi government to meet in order 

to continue to receive american assistance. There were also recommendations 

that reversed earlier U.S. actions such as the “de-Baathification” program in-

stituted by the Coalition Provisional authority in May 2003. The commission 

recommended, “The United States should encourage the return of qualified 

Iraqi professionals—Sunni or Shia, nationalist or ex-Baathist, Kurd, Turkmen 

or Christian or arab—into the government.”8 In regard to security and mili-

tary strategy, the commission “considered proposals to make a substantial in-

crease (100,000 to 200,000) in the number of U.S. troops in Iraq. we rejected 

this course because we do not believe that the needed levels are available for a 
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sustained deployment.”9 The commission also addressed personnel, economic 

aid, and other issues in its recommendations.

 The Iraq Study Group was not the only group considering “the way forward” 

for the U.S. in Iraq. The army and Marine Corps had borne the brunt of the U.S. 

fighting and dying in Iraq, and its members knew better than any others the dire 

situation in Iraq. as described in Chapter 9, the U.S. had chosen a military strat-

egy in Iraq that relied on conventional forces employing significant firepower 

and primarily focused on destroying the enemy. By 2006, it was clear that despite 

the heroic efforts of the members of the military, this strategy was not working.

 Beginning in 200 and continuing into 2006, several significant efforts began 

that would dramatically alter the U.S. strategy in Iraq. First, those in charge of 

Iraq policy in the white House recognized that the “strategy for victory in Iraq” 

was eroding and, according to nSC adviser on Iraq, Peter Feaver, “[T]he situ-

ation in Iraq had eroded beyond the point envisioned by the Baker-Hamilton 

report; under the horrific conditions now at play, we concluded, Iraq’s security 

forces were far more likely to crack under the strain than to ‘stand up.’ and those 

forces were the essential glue of a stable, unified future. If they went the way of 

Humpty Dumpty, neither they nor the new Iraq could ever be put back together 

again.”10 as a result of this assessment, the nSC began to consider other options. 

Second, in September 2006, rumsfeld met with a retired general, Jack Keane, 

who had been the frontrunner to become chief of staff of the army, but had to 

withdraw his name from consideration because of his wife’s health. Keane rec-

ommended an increase in forces in Iraq. Third, in the Department of Defense, 

the new chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Peter Pace, convened a 

small group of army and Marine officers to “think outside the box” about alter-

native strategies; this group became known as the “council of colonels.” These 

efforts resulted in the reassessment of strategy that culminated in the surge of 

forces to Iraq.

 General Keane was retired, but nevertheless remained interested and con-

cerned about the war in Iraq. Many retired flag officers maintain close contact 

with other active duty and retired officers, which stands to reason since they 

have spent most of their adult lives in the military and have been focused on 

providing for the security of the United States. General Keane was a member of 

an informal, elite group: retired four-star generals. Since his retirement, he had 

stayed in contact with Secretary of Defense rumsfeld, and in mid-September, 

Keane made an appointment to see his old boss to discuss his concern and 

thinking about the Iraq war.
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 Keane had been impressed with the thinking and career of a young gen-

eral, David Petraeus, who focused on the lessons of counterinsurgency in his 

Princeton doctoral dissertation, claiming: “The painful experience of Vietnam 

is indelibly etched in their [military leaders’] minds, and from it they have 

taken three general impressions that influence their advice on the use of force. 

First, they have become very sensitive to the finite limits of public support for 

protracted military operations. Second, they have developed a nagging doubt 

about the efficacy of american military force in solving certain international 

problems. and third, they have carried from Vietnam a greater disillusionment 

with, and heightened wariness of, civilian officials.”

 Petraeus noted that characteristics of military involvements that were par-

ticularly disliked by the military included “a relatively ‘fuzzy’ objective, ambiva-

lent public support, and little prospect for quick resolution of the situation.” 

In short, time was of the essence; “recognizing the perishability of public sup-

port for military action abroad, the post-Vietnam military have come to regard 

time as the principal limit in limited wars.” In his thesis, Petraeus noted that 

Vietnam contributed to the distrust of civilian leadership: “There was from the 

beginning of the Mcnamara era a belief that the civilians who ‘took over’ the 

Pentagon did not understand the complexities and difficulties of military op-

erations.” of course, many of the officers in rumsfeld’s Pentagon had precisely 

the same feeling. The curious thing in both Vietnam and Iraq was the rarity of 

resignations in protest. as Petraeus asked, “If things were so screwed up in Viet-

nam, why didn’t admirals and generals resign?” In his dissertation, Petraeus 

was skeptical about the United States military’s ability to conduct successful 

counterinsurgency operations: “The lessons taken from Vietnam would indi-

cate that, in general, involvement in a counterinsurgency should be avoided.”

 There was a close, personal bond between Keane and Petraeus. Following 

the completion of his doctorate at Princeton, Petraeus returned to his alma 

mater, west Point, to teach for several years. In 1991, Petraeus was a lieutenant 

colonel in the 101st airborne Division stationed at Fort Campbell, Kentucky. as 

he and the division’s assistant commander, General Keane, were observing an 

exercise in which live ammunition was used to increase the realism of the train-

ing, a soldier tripped and accidentally discharged his M-16 rifle, and the bullet 

hit Petraeus in the chest. Keane called a medical evacuation helicopter that took 

the wounded officer first to the post hospital and then on to a hospital in nash-

ville that was better staffed and equipped to deal with his serious injury. The 

doctor who operated on Petraeus for five hours was a cardiologist, Dr. Bill Frist, 
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who would subsequently become a U.S. Senator and majority leader. within a 

month, Petraeus was back with his unit leading his battalion on training exer-

cises, and the bond between Keane and Petraeus was cemented.

 Petraeus had served as the commander of the famed 101st airborne Division 

in operation Iraqi Freedom in the first Gulf war, and retired General Barry 

McCaffrey had described him as the brightest of his cohort of generals and 

claimed that he was “the most talented person he had ever met.”11 General Pe-

traeus served more than fifteen months as the first Commander of the Multi-

national Security Transition Command-Iraq and the naTo Training Mission-

Iraq. Following these two assignments in Iraq, he served as commander of the 

Combined arms Center at Fort leavenworth, Kansas, where he recruited a staff 

of bright, young officers who had excelled as both soldiers and scholars, some-

thing that Petraeus would continue to do throughout his career. The staff at 

Fort leavenworth included Marine lieutenant General James Mattis, who was 

Petraeus’ Marine counterpart, and lieutenant colonels John nagl and Conrad 

Crane, to rewrite the army and Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual.12 

nagl had been a rhodes Scholar and had written a book on counterinsurgency 

for which he borrowed a phrase from T. e. lawrence for the title: Learning to 

Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam.13 

Crane had been a classmate of Petraeus’ at west Point and, like Petraeus, earned 

a doctorate in history from Stanford University while in the army. when he re-

tired, he became a professor at the army war College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, 

and, among other things, wrote a study focusing on the difficulties of occupy-

ing Iraq.14

 Building on classic works of counterinsurgency by T. e. lawrence, Sir robert 

Thompson, and David Galula, the drafters of the new counterinsurgency man-

ual reviewed the experience of the United States with counterinsurgency, pay-

ing particular attention to Vietnam. In a foreword to the edition of the manual 

published by the University of Chicago Press, John nagl wrote, “The story of 

how the army found itself less than ready to fight an insurgency goes back to the 

army’s unwillingness to internalize and build upon the lessons of Vietnam.”15 

The manual emphasized the following “paradoxes of counterinsurgency”:

 • Sometimes, the more you protect your force, the less secure you may be.

 • Sometimes, the more force is used, the less effective it is.

 • The more successful the counterinsurgency is, the less force can be used 

and the more risk must be accepted.
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 • Sometimes doing nothing is the best reaction.

 • Some of the best weapons for counterinsurgents do not shoot.

 • The host nation doing something tolerably is normally better than us do-

ing it well.

 • If a tactic works this week, it might not work next week; if it works in this 

province, it might not work in the next.

 • Tactical success guarantees nothing.

 • Many important decisions are not made by generals.16

“Principles” or “paradoxes” such as these were well and good for war college 

journal articles or doctoral dissertations, but how and under what circum-

stances could they be applied to real-world situations?

 General Keane not only met with rumsfeld in order to recommend a new 

strategy for Iraq; he also met with chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Ma-

rine General Peter Pace, who appointed a group of sixteen colonels and as-

signed them to review U.S. policy in Iraq. This group soon came to be known 

as the “council of colonels,” and it included some of the brightest officers in the 

army; in fact, several had doctorates. H. r. McMaster had written a doctoral 

dissertation, later published as a book, criticizing senior army officers during 

Vietnam for not challenging and questioning civilian leadership during the 

war.17 This view stood in stark contrast to the view of the army’s most popular 

historian, Colonel Harry Summers, who assigned principal responsibility for 

the Vietnam disaster to the civilian leaders whom Summers claimed made the 

main mistakes.18 McMaster, like the other members of the council of colonels, 

had served in Iraq; in his case, he served in Tal afar and implemented a large-

scale, successful counterinsurgency campaign.19 another soldier-scholar mem-

ber of the council was Peter Mansoor, who graduated first in his class from 

west Point, earned a doctorate in history from ohio State University, served as 

a brigade commander in 2003–, and then wrote an account of his service in 

Iraq.20

 after weeks of discussion and debate, the council of colonels presented four 

options to the Joint Chiefs of Staff: Go Big, Go Home, Go long, and an amal-

gam of the third and fourth options. “Go Big” called for a substantial increase 

in the number of troops in Iraq, which the colonels ultimately judged was 

infeasible given the manpower demands for such an alternative to be imple-

mented. “Go Home” was considered to be unacceptable because the colonels 

concluded that if the U.S. withdrew from Iraq precipitously, the result would 
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be all-out civil war. “Go long” called for a long-term advisory presence for U.S. 

troops, and the fourth, “hybrid” option called for a short-term increase in the 

number of american troops followed by a reduction from 10,000 to approxi-

mately 60,000.21

 In addition to the Iraq Study Group, the council of colonels, and General 

Keane, there were several other individuals outside of government who influ-

enced the decision of what to do about Iraq. Stephen Biddle was an academic 

who had written an award-winning book on military power and a senior fel-

low at the Council on Foreign relations.22 Biddle also wrote analyses for the 

U.S. army war College and was an adviser to General Petraeus. eliot Cohen 

was a professor of international security at the Johns Hopkins nitze School 

of advanced International Studies in washington, DC, and had close ties to 

a number of civilian and military leaders in the Bush administration. He also 

served as counselor in the Department of State. In addition, Frederick Kagan, 

an analyst at the american enterprise Institute (aeI), also had close ties to the 

Bush administration and was a strong supporter of the surge. andrew Krepin-

evich was a career army officer when he went to Harvard and wrote a doctoral 

dissertation with the controversial thesis that the U.S. army, rather than the 

media or the civilian politicians, was primarily responsible for losing the Viet-

nam war by failing to adopt and implement a counterinsurgency strategy.23 In 

September 200, Krepinevich published an article in Foreign Affairs in which 

he argued that the U.S. needed to adopt what he called an “oil spot” strategy 

in Iraq which would focus primarily on protecting the Iraqi population rather 

than killing the insurgents.24

 Because the army and the Marines were the services that were most directly 

impacted by a troop surge in Iraq, top-ranking army officers discussed the 

advantages and disadvantages of this option.25 although after his first tour in 

Iraq, lieutenant General Peter Chiarelli coauthored an article in the influen-

tial army journal Military Review in which he advocated a counterinsurgency 

strategy for Iraq,26 most top-ranking army officers were opposed to increas-

ing the number of troops in Iraq, and these included chief of staff General 

Peter Schoomaker, CenTCoM commander General John abizaid, U.S. Iraq 

commander George Casey, and the chief of the joint staff lieutenant General 

Douglas lute.27 retired Colonel Bob Killebrew asked an important question: 

“why did the american military establishment so fail to come up with a war-

winning strategy that it was up to a retired general [Keane] and a civilian think 

tank, aeI, to do their job? This is a stunning indictment of the american mil-
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itary’s top leadership.”28 Criticism of the army’s leadership came from within 

the army itself. For example, in May 2007 lieutenant Colonel Paul yingling 

published an essay entitled “a Failure in Generalship” in Armed Forces Journal 

and in it he charged, “america’s generals failed to prepare their forces for coun-

terinsurgency.”29 another officer, Colonel J. B. Burton, the commanding officer 

of the Dagger Brigade Combat Team in Iraq, wrote a memo to senior army 

officers warning of a potential retention crisis in the junior officer ranks: “This 

is a very tough crowd of warriors. They have been ridden hard. Some have been 

involuntarily extended on their first duty assignment to their fourth year on 

active duty and are now serving on their 2nd or 3rd combat deployment. They 

see no end in sight, so our offerings should acknowledge this group specifi-

cally that has been caught up fully in the deployment cycle.”30 another officer 

had earlier analyzed the effects of Vietnam on the army; Petraeus wrote in his 

doctoral dissertation: “Vietnam cost the military dearly. It left america’s mili-

tary leaders confounded, dismayed, and discouraged. even worse, it devastated 

the armed forces, robbing them of dignity, money, and qualified people for a 

decade.” By 2006, it looked as if the wars in afghanistan and Iraq were having a 

similar, destructive effect.

The Counterrevolution in Military affairs

 The analyses produced by David Petraeus, andrew Krepinevich, H. r. Mc-

Master, John nagl, and others were not simply of academic interest; they had 

direct application in Iraq and afghanistan. Vietnam was the shadow that hov-

ered over these studies like a threatening thundercloud, and the authors drew 

very different conclusions than other soldiers, such as Colin Powell and Harry 

Summers, who had served in Vietnam. To many of those who had served in 

Vietnam, the principal lessons of that tragic conflict was that the United States 

should only enter into war when there was strong public support, it was ready 

to employ overwhelming force, and there was an exit strategy. To many post-

Vietnam soldiers, the U.S. needed to adopt the strategy of counterinsurgency in 

order to avoid repeating the mistakes of Vietnam and defeat on the battlefield.

 Following the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003, two distinctive strate-

gies were evident. In Falluja and ramadi, Major General Charles Swannack, 

the commander of the 82nd airborne Division, primarily emphasized the tra-

ditional military objective of capturing or killing the enemy, and in the area 

around Saddam’s hometown, Tikrit, General ray odierno, the commanding 
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officer of the th Infantry Division, ordered aggressive patrols—kicking down 

doors in the middle of the night and taking prisoners without highly reliable 

intelligence. american soldiers who were not in odierno’s division thought of 

those in the th Infantry Division as “cowboys,” that is, undisciplined, aggres-

sive soldiers “who shot first and asked questions later.”31 Contrasting to gener-

als Generals Swannack and odierno was General David Petraeus, who com-

manded the 101st airborne Division in Mosul in northern Iraq. If Swannack’s 

and odierno’s approach was characterized by a closed fist, Petraeus’ was the 

open hand.32 Many of those who worked with Petraeus said that he had been 

deeply influenced by his doctoral studies and that he sought to apply in Mosul 

what he had studied at Princeton and seen first-hand in Central america, Haiti, 

and the Balkans. In contrast to many other military commanders and consis-

tent with classical counterinsurgency doctrine, Petraeus viewed the protection 

of the population and the reestablishment of government and the economy, 

rather than strictly military operations, as the top priority. Marine Colonel T. x. 

Hammes, who served in Iraq in 200 and who later wrote a book on strategy,33 

commented on the contrasting approaches of different military commanders, 

“each division was operating so differently, right next to the other—absolutely 

hard-ass here, and hearts-and-minds there.”34

 according to william Hickman, Petraeus’ operations officer, his central 

message to the soldiers in his division was, “what have you done for Iraqis to-

day?”35 By simply asking this question, Petraeus was reflecting the conclusion of 

classical counterinsurgency campaigns that in this type of warfare 20 percent is 

military and 80 percent is political.36 In keeping with these objectives, Petraeus 

obtained approval from the Coalition Provisional authority head, ambassador 

Paul Bremer, to sell Iraqi oil to Syria in order to finance projects to rebuild lo-

cal schools, medical clinics, and other basic reconstruction projects known in 

the army as “SweT”: sewage, water, electricity, trash disposal. By the time that 

his tour of duty in Mosul was done, Petraeus’ division had spent more than 

$7 million on ,026 projects, about one-third of the total amount spent in all 

of Iraq. This approach was so successful that it was formally established as the 

Commander’s emergency response Program (CerP) throughout Iraq. The 

101st airborne Division with 17,000 troops was replaced in February 200 by a 

Stryker brigade with 10,000 troops, and as things began to unravel throughout 

Iraq in late 200, the gains made by Petraeus and his division in Mosul proved 

to be unsustainable. nevertheless, the division’s experience showed that an ap-

proach other than kicking down doors and shooting people could work.
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 when the United States reduced its presence in Mosul, the insurgents moved 

back into the city. Similarly, when the U.S. reduced its presence in other cities, 

the insurgents would move back in. In Tal afar, a town of 200,000 close to the 

Syrian border, as the U.S. reduced its presence in 200, insurgents moved back 

in and asserted their control. In the spring of 200, one of the other post-Viet-

nam scholar-soldiers, Colonel H. r. McMaster, took command of the 3rd Cav-

alry regiment in Tal afar. Influenced by his study and thinking about Vietnam, 

McMaster decided to adopt a counterinsurgency approach. He told journalist 

George Packer, “when we came to Iraq, we didn’t understand the complex-

ity—what it meant for a society to live under a brutal dictatorship, with ethnic 

and sectarian divisions. when we first got here, we made a lot of mistakes. we 

were like a blind man, trying to do the right thing but breaking a lot of things. 

you gotta come in with your ears open. you can’t come in and start talking. you 

have to really listen to people.”37 For starters, McMaster ordered his soldiers not 

to swear at Iraqis or to call them “Hajjis,” the pejorative term many soldiers ap-

plied to all local people. The colonel told his troops, “every time you treat an 

Iraqi disrespectfully, you are working for the enemy.”38 like Petraeus in Mosul, 

McMaster recognized that the main objective was to win over the local people. 

To do that, american soldiers had to be closer to the people, so McMaster or-

dered his soldiers to move into the city from the outskirts and to patrol on foot 

rather than in armored vehicles. In contrast, General abizaid had said that U.S. 

forces in cities were like a virus, that they needed to be concentrated on large 

bases. Building on the analyses of Krepinovich and nagl, McMaster came to 

summarize his strategy as “clear, hold, and build”: clear the city of insurgents, 

hold control of the city, and build the infrastructure necessary for a city to 

function. Secretary of State rice picked up the phrase and used it in congres-

sional testimony and passed it on to President Bush, who in March 2006, ex-

tolled the success in Tal afar: “In this city, we see the outlines of the Iraq that 

we and the Iraqi people have been fighting for. . . . a free and secure people are 

getting back on their feet . . . are participating in government and civic life.”39 

Tal afar was one of the first large-scale, sustainable counterinsurgency opera-

tions in Iraq, and yet, despite that fact, top military commanders either ignored 

it or dismissed it as irrelevant.40

 Colonel Sean MacFarland’s army unit was initially assigned to replace 

the 3rd armored Cavalry Division in Tal afar, and its members spent several 

months there and observed the different approach and modus operandi that 

the division had adopted. MacFarland’s brigade was ordered south to ramadi 
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in anbar Province, a desert area about the size of arkansas where al Qaeda’s 

presence and influence were strong and growing. like other U.S. commanders 

in Iraq, Colonel MacFarland was confronted with a stark choice: either pur-

sue a narrow, military objective focusing on capturing or killing the enemy or 

a broader counterinsurgency strategy of protecting the local population and 

building the infrastructure. Influenced by his time in Tal afar and what he had 

observed there, MacFarland opted for the latter approach.

 In anbar as well as in other parts of Iraq, members of al Qaeda were ruthless 

and brutal toward any locals who did not support them; for example, behead-

ing the children whose parents cooperated with the americans or cutting off 

fingers of those who smoked.41 MacFarland and his subordinates studied the 

local society and concluded that it was the sheikhs, the local tribal leaders, who 

exercised real influence and power locally, and they began meeting with the 

sheikhs to convince them that the U.S. was in Iraq to stay for the long haul and 

that the sheikhs had more to gain from cooperating with the U.S. than al Qaeda. 

of course, a major problem was that many of the sheikhs and their men had 

been insurgents opposed to and at war with the U.S.

 al Qaeda had killed several sheikhs’ family and tribal members, and one 

sheikh in particular, Sittar abu risha, was particularly angry at al Qaeda, which 

had attacked his relatives and had encroached on his smuggling profits. In re-

sponse, during the summer of 2006, Sittar ordered counterattacks on members 

of al Qaeda and had their bodies dumped in the streets of ramadi with signs 

identifying them as associated with al Qaeda.42 In September 2006, Sittar called 

a meeting with group of fifty sheikhs to meet with MacFarland and his fellow 

officers. The sheikhs proposed the creation of what they called the “awakening 

Council,” which would be responsible for recruiting local police and security. 

The U.S. took the risky step of arming the awakening groups with captured 

weapons and ammunition in order to be able to effectively engage and defeat 

al Qaeda members. as counterinsurgency specialist David Kilcullen noted, “In 

anbar, we’ve got the tribal vengeance structure working in our favor.”43 even-

tually, more than 200 contracts between the U.S. government and Iraqi tribes 

were signed, and they stipulated that the members of the awakening move-

ment called the “Sons of Iraq” would: (1) not fire at american forces, (2) stay in 

their areas, (3) wear distinctive clothes, and () provide biometric data (finger-

prints, retina scans) so that anyone who violated these rules and was captured 

could be definitively identified. If there was a violation of any of these rules 

and the perpetrator was identified through the use of biometric data, the U.S. 
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brigade commander would go to the sheikh and tell him that if the sheikh did 

not deliver him, then he would be arrested. american authorities sent anyone 

who violated the agreements and was caught to Camp Bucca in southern Iraq. 

For its part, the U.S. agreed not to raid the houses of the Sons or Iraq, not to 

shoot them, and to pay them $300 per month. The program grew quickly and 

by april 2008 approximately 100,000 “Sons of Iraq” were being paid by the U.S. 

for a total cost of $30 million per month or $360 million per year. The U.S. 

government agreed to continue to pay the Sons of Iraq until the government of 

Iraq either hired them or took over the payments to them.

 ethnic conflicts influenced the development of security. During Saddam’s 

rule, Sunnis had held most of the powerful positions in the military, security, 

and policy organizations. with the overthrow of Saddam and the election of 

the Shia nuri al-Maliki, Shia controlled the security agencies. The U.S. de-

manded that Maliki integrate some of the Sunni Sons of Iraq into government 

security forces, but this remained a contentious issue.

 There were, of course, dangers associated with the awakening approach. 

First, there was some question about whether the Sunni anbar tribes would 

ever be effectively integrated into Iraqi governmental security units. Second, 

the long-term aspirations of the Sons of Iraq were unclear, and some seemed 

to harbor the desire to take over the government. Third, following the Sunni 

awakening, some of the anbar sheikhs bragged about how they had taken care 

of al Qaeda and expressed the desire to go after “the Persians,” that is, the Shia. 

Fourth, some american officers objected to empowering the local sheikhs since 

this, in essence, marked a backward step toward the feudalistic organization 

of traditional Iraq. These goals hardly constituted the foundation for a stable 

future.

 McFarland’s successful efforts in anbar were recognized and praised by his 

superiors. Major General Peter Chiarelli, the second-ranking commander in 

Iraq in 2006, commented that MacFarland’s “operation marked the first time 

in the Iraq war that a counterinsurgency campaign had been conducted and 

then had been sustained by the succeeding unit. ‘Sean was the first guy who 

did it and it stuck for the guy who followed.’”44 General Petraeus noted, “Sean 

had obviously done something extraordinarily important. . . . what you had 

there was the first really significant example of the concept of reconcilables and 

irreconcilables.”45 In a move that was as unusual as the Secretary of Defense 

demanding to approve all three- and four-star general officers during his ten-

ure, General Petraeus in november 2008 returned to washington from Iraq in 
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order to chair a promotion board to select new army brigadier generals; two of 

the forty new generals were H. r. McMaster and Sean MacFarland, who were 

undoubtedly selected in part because of their successful tours in Tal afar and 

anbar.

enter the Surge

 By the end of 2006, the situation in Iraq was dire, and the american people 

recognized it as such. In the congressional elections of 2006, the Democrats 

won control of both the House and the Senate, for the first time since 199. 

Many considered the elections the turning point of the Iraq war. The day fol-

lowing the election, President Bush accepted Donald rumsfeld’s resignation, a 

clear signal that the president was moving away from rumsfeld’s policies. on 

December 19, Bush said for the first time, “we’re not winning, we’re not losing 

in Iraq,” his most candid admission to that date that the situation in Iraq was 

not going well. at this point, the president faced three broad options: withdraw 

from Iraq, increase the number of american forces, or adopt a significantly dif-

ferent strategy. Faced with a clear and present crisis in Iraq, President Bush and 

Vice President Cheney chose to ignore the advice of the senior leadership of the 

army and the bipartisan, congressionally established Iraq Study Group and to 

accept the recommendation of an eclectic group of ad hoc advisers.

 on January , 2007, President Bush appointed General David Petraeus as 

the commander of all U.S. forces in Iraq, and five days later, the president an-

nounced that he would send an additional 28,000 U.S. troops to Iraq to sup-

port the new american strategy, widely known as the “surge.” as Thomas ricks 

noted, “Bush effectively had turned over the fate of his presidency to Petraeus 

and odierno. over the next six months, he would mention Petraeus in speeches 

and press conferences at least 10 times.”46

 when he was nominated to be the overall military commander in Iraq, Gen-

eral Petraeus went before the Senate to seek confirmation. He supported the 

“surge” of troops which was not popular in the Congress. Despite this, the Sen-

ate confirmed him unanimously. reflecting his academic study of the lessons 

of Vietnam, his two tours of duty in Iraq, and his work on revising the army 

and Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual, Petraeus emphasized the need 

to protect the Iraqi population. In a letter that he sent to all military personnel 

in Iraq, the general recognized, “The environment in Iraq is the most chal-

lenging that I have seen in over 32 years of service. . . . Improving security for 
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Iraq’s population is, of course, the overriding objective of our strategy.”47 Pe-

traeus went on to acknowledge that securing the population would mean that 

many military personnel would have to live in local neighborhoods and that 

this would pose increased risks for coalition forces. He also described the three 

essential elements of the new strategy: “[we] will not just ‘clear’ their neighbor-

hoods of the enemy, we will also stay and help ‘hold’ the neighborhoods so that 

the ‘build’ phase that many of their communities need can go forward.”

 Three months after President Bush named General Petraeus the commander 

of U.S. forces in Iraq, he appointed the distinguished american diplomat ryan 

Crocker to replace Zalmay Khalilzad as ambassador to Iraq. Crocker was fluent 

in arabic and had previously served as ambassador to lebanon, Kuwait, Syria, 

afghanistan, and Pakistan. In December 2002, Crocker served as assistant Sec-

retary of State william Burns’ deputy, and at the request of Secretary of State 

Powell the two of them drafted “a memo on everything that could go wrong” 

following a military victory in Iraq.48 In their twelve-page memo, they con-

cluded that the forces unleashed by a war could result in “The Perfect Storm.” 

The memo proved to be remarkably prescient. announcing Crocker’s appoint-

ment, President Bush called him “america’s lawrence of arabia” and said that 

his understanding of the Middle east region was unmatched. Washington Post 

writer David Ignatius wrote, “Journalists probably shouldn’t have heroes, but 

Crocker is one of mine. . . . “[He] took on the toughest challenges in the For-

eign Service and became a superstar diplomat without ever losing his mordant 

sense of humor or his determination to speak truth to power.”49 Sometimes 

personal characteristics and habits can affect policy. Crocker was a runner, as 

was General Petraeus, who ran eight to ten miles a day when stateside and five 

to six miles when deployed overseas. Petraeus and Crocker would take daily 

runs of five miles and while on these would discuss the issues that confronted 

them.

 In a conflict in which political and military actions must be planned and 

coordinated, the relationship between the military commander and the politi-

cal chief is vitally important. Unfortunately, at the beginning of the occupation 

of Iraq, the head of the CPa, ambassador Paul Bremer, and the military com-

mander in Iraq, General ricardo Sanchez, did not get along and barely spoke 

to each other. This poisonous relationship may, in fact, have contributed to 

the problems that developed in postwar Iraq. Petraeus and Crocker were un-

doubtedly aware of the dysfunctional relationship that existed between their 

predecessors, and both believed in working together. Petraeus was committed 
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to operating on the principle of “one team, one mission,” and at his swearing in 

ceremony, Crocker promised to work for “unity of effort” with the military.50 

Fortunately, the general and the ambassador seemed to genuinely like and re-

spect each other and that showed. For example, whenever one had a meeting 

with Prime Minister Maliki, the other would join the meeting as well so that 

there would be no misunderstandings between the two americans regarding 

who was in charge of U.S. policies and programs in Iraq. In addition, the two 

men thought about Iraq in similar terms, which were decidedly more modest 

than the neoconservative ideas that had propelled the U.S. into invading. as 

Petraeus put it in testimony to Congress, “ambassador Crocker and I, for what 

it’s worth, have typically seen ourselves as minimalists. we’re not after the holy 

grail in Iraq; we’re not after Jeffersonian democracy. we’re after conditions that 

would allow our soldiers to disengage.”51

 General Petraeus and ambassador Crocker were not the only personnel 

changes in the United States team dealing with Iraq. In June, Secretary of De-

fense Gates chose not to reappoint chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen-

eral Peter Pace to a second term, the first chairman in more than forty years to 

have such a short term of service. He was replaced by admiral Mike Mullen. 

These personnel changes were not the only conflicting indicators both in the 

U.S. and Iraq concerning the course of the war. In July, the national Intelli-

gence Council issued a report indicating that al Qaeda was the greatest threat 

to U.S. security and that al Qaeda was centered in the Federally administered 

Tribal areas of Pakistan. In December, Benazir Bhutto, the former Pakistani 

prime minister who was campaigning to regain her previous office, was assas-

sinated. Following demonstrations and protests, President Musharraf stepped 

down in august 2008. These developments indicated both the importance and 

fragility of Pakistani politics.

 In Iraq, it appeared that the surge was having a positive effect. at the end of 

august 2007, militant Shia leader Moqtada al-Sadr ordered a ceasefire for the 

forces under his control, and he then extended his ceasefire order for another 

six months in February 2008. Despite these positive signs, ambassador Crocker 

noted in January 2008, “There is a chance of this [increased stability in Iraq] 

breaking down at a whole range of points.”52 In april, Petraeus and Crocker tes-

tified before the U.S. Congress, and Crocker referred to the possible “lebanon-

ization” of Iraq, referring to the possibility that conflicting ethnic and religious 

groups could destabilize the country as had occurred in lebanon years before.

 By mid-2008, there were positive indicators that the surge was having in-
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tended effects. For example, admiral william J. Fallon, former CenTCoM 

commander, noted in July 2008, “The number of incidents of violence nation-

wide in Iraq is less than a tenth of what we were experiencing in the spring of 

2007.”53 after a visit to Kuwait and afghanistan in october/november of 2008, 

General Barry McCaffrey noted specific indicators of progress: daily attacks 

went from 180+ per day in July 2007 to 20+ per day in november 2008; civilian 

deaths went from 3,700 per month in December 2006 to 00+ per month in 

october 2008; U.S. military deaths went from 110 in May 2007 to 10 in october 

2008; and Iraqi security forces killed in action went from 310 in June 2007 to 0 

in october 2008.54

 The surge of troops in Iraq represented much more than simply sending 

more troops to Iraq; rather, it represented the implementation of a true coun-

terinsurgency strategy. what was going on, according to David Kilcullen, was 

“a counterrevolution in military affairs.”55 or as Thomas ricks put it, “with 

the advent of the surge, the army effectively tuned the war over to its internal 

dissidents.”56 whether or not this counterrevolution would be successful was 

still not clear; the future of Iraq is still uncertain, but as Vali nasr observed, 

the surge enabled Iraq to go from being a failed state to a fragile state.57 In his 

news briefing at the Pentagon, General Petraeus noted the “operational envi-

ronment in Iraq is the most complex and challenging I have ever seen—much 

more complex than it was when I left last in September 200, and vastly more 

complex than what I recall in Central america, Haiti and the Balkans in previ-

ous tours in these locations.” Despite the uncertainties, one thing was clear: the 

surge was far more successful than the rumsfeld transformational strategy.

 at the same time that the United States government sought to deal with 

the simultaneous challenges in afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, the american 

people were confronted with the need to select a new president in 2008. The 

republicans nominated senator and former prisoner of war John McCain, and 

the Democrats nominated Senator Barack obama. McCain favored sending 

more troops to the wars, and obama was in favor of troop reductions. In a 

hard fought election, obama won and was inaugurated as the first african-

american president in U.S. history on January 20, 2009.

what to Do about afghanistan?

 once inaugurated, Barack obama faced more domestic and foreign chal-

lenges than any incoming president since Franklin D. roosevelt. among the 
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most significant of those challenges was the daunting task of deciding what to 

do about afghanistan, where things were not going well; the Taliban was re-

surgent and gaining in power, and terrorists continued to enjoy a safe haven in 

the tribal areas on the border between afghanistan and Pakistan. The obama 

administration put substantial pressure on the Pakistani government to move 

against the terrorists in the border areas, and toward the end of 2009, the Paki-

stani military moved against these forces. In afghanistan, elections were held in 

november 2009, and there were charges that the afghan leader, Hamad Karzai, 

and his followers had rigged the elections. The charges were substantial enough 

that the election results were not validated for six weeks.

 President obama took six weeks to consider what strategy to pursue regard-

ing afghanistan, and according to journalist Bob woodward, the review was 

contentious among obama’s advisers, with the military pushing for an increase 

of 0,000 troops and obama’s advisers advocating a lesser number.58 at the 

end of his deliberations, the president announced an increase of 30,000 in the 

number troops to be sent to afghanistan, the appointment of General Stanley 

McChrystal as the commander of american forces, and the implementation of 

a counterinsurgency strategy. McChrystal had substantial experience in deal-

ing with afghanistan and Iraq, for he had been the commander of the Joint 

Special operations Command (JSoP) from 2003 to 2008. Under his command, 

JSoP captured Saddam Hussein in December 2003 and killed abu Musab al-

Zarqawi, the leader of al Qaeda in Iraq, in June 2006. like General Petraeus, 

McChrystal believed in the goals of the counterinsurgency approach; namely, 

to protect the population and not simply kill enemy insurgents. To do this, 

McChrystal claimed, “[P]ersonnel must be seen as guests of the afghan people 

and their government, not an occupying army . . . [and they] must spend as 

much time as possible with the people and as little time as possible in armored 

vehicles or behind walls of forward operating bases.”59 In his initial assessment 

of conditions in afghanistan that General McChrystal prepared for Secretary 

of Defense Gates, he soberly concluded, “The situation in afghanistan is seri-

ous; neither success nor failure can be taken for granted. . . . This is a different 

kind of fight. we must conduct classic counterinsurgency operations in an en-

vironment that is uniquely complex.”60

 Under McChrystal, JSoP implemented an effective counterinsurgency 

campaign; however, his tenure as commander and career as an officer ended 

surprisingly and abruptly in June 2010 when McChrystal and members of his 

staff made a number of comments to a free-lance journalist from Rolling Stone 
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magazine criticizing President obama and members of his administration.61 

McChrystal told the reporter that obama appeared to be “uncomfortable and 

intimidated” in his first meeting with the general. Members of McChrystal’s 

staff said that national security adviser was “a clown” and also criticized Vice 

President Biden. The disrespectful comments created a firestorm, and General 

McChrystal tendered his resignation, which President obama accepted. The 

controversy illustrated the concept of “friction” that the great military strat-

egist Carl von Clausewitz had described: “everything is very simple in war, 

but the simplest thing is difficult. These difficulties accumulate and produce 

a friction which no man can imagine exactly who has not seen war. . . . [In] 

war, through the influence of an infinity of petty circumstances, which cannot 

properly be described on paper, things disappoint us, and we fall short of the 

mark.”62

 General Petraeus stepped down as CenTCoM commander and replaced 

General McChrystal in the job he previously held providing continuity and sta-

bility to a potentially destabilizing situation. General James Mattis replaced Pe-

traeus at Central Command. The newly appointed military commanders con-

tinued to emphasize the counterinsurgency approach. By august 19, 2010, U.S. 

combat troops withdrew from Iraq. In afghanistan, the U.S. was challenged to 

differentiate between Muslim groups and leaders who were irreconcilably op-

posed to the U.S. and its allies and those who could be co-opted to support the 

U.S. In essence, the United States was attempting to implement a similar policy 

in afghanistan to that it had previously implemented in Iraq.

 as correspondent Dexter Filkins wrote, “The afghan reconstruction plan 

is intended to duplicate the awakening movement in Iraq, where Sunni tribal 

leaders, many of them insurgents, agreed to stop fighting and in many cases 

were paid to do so.”63 The problem with exporting the Sunni awakening ap-

proach to afghanistan is that there was no analogous group excepting the 

Taliban, which demanded that all foreign troops leave afghanistan before rec-

onciliation talks begin. The United States insisted that the afghan Taliban re-

nounce its ties to al Qaeda and that it support the afghan constitution, which, 

among other things called for equal rights for men and women.64 Thus, the two 

sides seemed to hold irreconcilable positions.

 In his 1987 doctoral dissertation, David Petraeus quoted army General John 

Vessey, “we don’t learn new lessons. we relearn old lessons that we haven’t paid 

attention to.”65 That is the story of how Petraeus turned rumsfeld’s “revolu-

tion of military affairs” into the counterrevolution of the surge and counter-
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insurgency. In one sense the surges in both Iraq and afghanistan were under-

rated in terms of the number of forces who were sent to each country because 

in both cases, U.S. military forces were supplemented with tens of thousands 

of civilian contractors. once the surge was implemented in Iraq in 2007, there 

were 180,000 american military personnel in Iraq, and these were supported 

by somewhere between 130,000 and 160,000 contractors.66 as of July 2007, ap-

proximately 1,000 contactors had been killed and 13,000 injured.67 once Presi-

dent obama ordered a surge of 30,000 additional troops into afghanistan, the 

Congressional research Service estimated that an additional 26,000 to 6,000 

contractors would also be sent to afghanistan. This would bring the total num-

ber of civilian contractors in afghanistan to 130,000 to 160,000. although most 

of these contractors performed service jobs to support the troops, there were 

reports that some contractors accompanied CIa officers on raids to gather in-

telligence and even killed suspected terrorists.68





Part iii: Conclusion



General David Petraeus briefing leaders of the International Security assistance Force 

(ISaF) and naTo in Kabul, afghanistan
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14 lessons and legacies:  
twenty-Six Articles

In his doctoral dissertation, David Petraeus wrote, “lessons of history in gen-

eral and the lessons of Vietnam in particular . . . have much to offer those con-

fronting contemporary problems—but only if used with care and not pushed 

too far.”1 The objective of this concluding chapter is draw lessons for the United 

States from its experience in the wars on terror and in afghanistan and Iraq, 

but not to push those lessons too far.

 Carl von Clausewitz, the great German strategist, wrote, “The first, the su-

preme, the most far-reaching act of judgment that the statesman and com-

mander have to make is the kind of war on which they are embarking, neither 

mistaking it for, nor trying to turn it into something that is alien to its nature. 

This is the first of all strategic questions and the most comprehensive.”2 Fol-

lowing the 9/11 attacks on the United States, the respected British military his-

torian John Keegan commented, “The world changed on September 11. now 

the nature of war must change to keep up with it.”3 The U.S. government has 

struggled to develop and implement the right tactics and strategies for the 

conflicts in which it is now engaged; some of those tactics and strategies have 

worked relatively well and others have not. In this conclusion, I will focus on 

the legacies and lessons to be learned from the period since 9/11.

 In 1917, T. e. lawrence published “Twenty-seven articles” in which he sum-

marized his tactical advice for members of the British government’s arab 

Bureau working with tribal insurgents fighting the ottoman Turks.4 almost 

nine decades later, counterinsurgency theorist and practitioner David Kilcul-

len following in lawrence’s footsteps wrote his “Twenty-eight articles” offering 

tactical advice for captains involved in insurgency campaigns.5 In this chapter, 

I will shift lawrence’s and Kilcullen’s focus from the tactical to the strategic 

and point out twenty-six lessons and legacies of the conflicts analyzed in this 

book.
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1. Wars have unintended consequences, and these should be expected, however 

unpredictable

 The wars in afghanistan and Iraq have had a number of unintended con-

sequences. as noted in the early chapters of this book, the primary purpose of 

the war on terror and the invasions and occupations of afghanistan and Iraq 

was to decrease the terrorist threat against the United States. In fact, a number 

of informed analysts, including the national Intelligence Council, have con-

cluded, “[T]he Iraq war made the overall terrorism problem worse.”6

 States go to war in pursuit of their own national interests, and the wars in 

afghanistan and Iraq were no exception to this generalization; the U.S. has 

both achieved some of its objectives and fallen short of achieving others. The 

fact that there has been no second major terrorist attack on the homeland of 

the U.S. since 9/11 is a major achievement and due, at least in part, to the ef-

fectiveness of american policies. an unintended consequence of U.S. policies 

in the region has been to increase the power and influence of Iran, hardly a 

friend to the United States. In fact, one of the reasons that the George H. w. 

Bush administration left Saddam in power was to provide a counterweight to 

Iran. once the U.S. defeated Saddam, Iran’s power in the region significantly 

increased. In addition, with the emergence of the Shia in post-Saddam Iraq, 

Shia Iran had more influence domestically in Iraq.

2. Expect war to be costly in both human and material terms

 There were significant costs of the war on terror and the wars in afghani-

stan and Iraq. of course, the dearest cost that any country pays for war are 

its citizens who are killed or wounded. as of november 2010, the U.S. and its 

coalition partners have lost 2,220 in afghanistan and ,7 in Iraq. In addition, 

another 3,000 americans have been grievously injured in these two wars, and 

they will pay a heavy price for their service for the rest of their lives.

 The economic cost of the wars is momentous. nobel prize winning econo-

mist Joseph Stiglitz has estimated that the eventual cost of the wars will surpass 

$3 trillion. when one compares the economic state of the U.S. in 2010 with 

2001, it is astounding. George w. Bush entered office with a projected $.6 tril-

lion surplus over the next decade. The Congressional Budget office reported 

that U.S. debt held by the public equaled $7. trillion (3 percent of GDP) by 

the end of 2009 and that is projected to grow to $1 trillion (67 percent of GDP) 

by 2020.



 Lessons and Legacies: Twenty-Six Articles

249

3. There are opportunity costs in war, and to the extent possible, these should be 

factored into the calculation of a war’s ultimate costs

 with the resources—military, material, and economic—that the U.S. ex-

pended on the tripartite wars on terrorism, afghanistan, and Iraq, the U.S. ex-

perienced some significant opportunity costs. First, with its military forces tied 

down on two principal fronts, the U.S. could not respond to crises elsewhere, 

specifically in Iran and north Korea. In retrospect, it is clear that north Korea 

and Iran were both further along in developing weapons of mass destruction 

than Iraq, but the idée fixe of the Bush administration was on Saddam Hussein’s 

Iraq. The U.S. found no wMD in Iraq, but north Korea has now tested and 

deployed a handful of nuclear weapons, and Iran is moving in that direction.

 In Iraq, the U.S. missed various opportunities. as an aide to Un representa-

tive Brahimi told journalist rajiv Chandrasekaran, “[T]he story of americans 

in Iraq [is one of] missed opportunities.”7 opportunities were missed not only 

in Iraq, but also in the greater Middle east. In the spring of 2009, public opin-

ion polls conducted annually by the the University of Maryland, the Brookings 

Institution, and Zogby International found that  percent of arabs had a posi-

tive view of President obama, and this fell to 20 percent by august 2010. asked 

which of obama’s policies influenced their negative views, 63 percent cited the 

Israeli-Paliestinian relations, and 27 percent indicated the policy of the United 

States toward Iraq.8

. An understanding of the history, geography, and demographics of a country 

and region is essential before going to war

 Political scientists have clearly demonstrated in many studies that most 

americans do not care about foreign policy most of the time, unless they per-

ceive their interests as threatened. as a result, the level of knowledge about in-

ternational relations issues in the United States is abysmal, and there is not a 

strong knowledge base. This is not a new problem in U.S. foreign policy.

 when Franklin Delano roosevelt met with Chinese nationalist leader Chi-

ang Kai-shek toward the end of world war II, he offered control of Vietnam 

to Chiang, who responded incredulously by saying, “why would we want Viet-

nam; they are not Chinese.”9 at the beginning of the Vietnam war, there were 

only a handful of experts on Southeast asia in the U.S., and at the beginning of 

the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, there were few experts on that region.

 There is a need for the U.S. government to continue its support of area study 

programs and to provide support, such as the Boren scholarship program, to 
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individuals and educational institutionsto develop an expertise and under-

standing of non-european languages and cultures. If the U.S. government can 

support poets, dancers, and artists via the national endowment for the arts, 

then surely it can support strong area studies programs.

. Obtain the best possible intelligence utilizing the sources that are most 

likely to be the most reliable in a given situation

 Intelligence about one’s actual and potential enemies has always been im-

portant in international relations, and it is even more so today. For the United 

States at the present time, collecting information is not the major problem; 

rather, identifying the important from the insignificant is a major challenge. as 

of 2010, each day the national Security agency intercepts and stores 1.7 billion 

emails, calls, and other types of communications.10

 Intelligence must be tailored to the target. although signals intelligence pro-

vided useful information in the early days of the war on terror, the leaders of al 

Qaeda and other terrorist groups became aware of american capabilities and 

changed their behavior to reduce the possibility of disclosing valuable informa-

tion to the U.S. advances in technology provided new types and capabilities 

of intelligence. according to journalist Bob woodward, the national Security 

agency has developed the ability to intercept and process communications 

rapidly and reliably; according to former director of national intelligence Mike 

McConnell, the insurgents “talk, we listen. They move, we observe. Given the 

opportunity, we react operationally.”11

 Despite new capabilities, the oldest form of intelligence collection—by hu-

man beings—is likely to remain important in dealing with threats from subna-

tional actors such as terrorist groups in the foreseeable future, and this devel-

opment will raise important questions and issues. Throughout its history, the 

United States has generally supported the rule of law and human rights, yet, in 

the war on terror, the U.S. has had to depend on and deal with some notorious 

violators of american ideals. This dilemma—whether to observe human rights 

or deal with nefarious characters in order to obtain valuable intelligence—is 

likely to increase in the future. Intelligence concerning afghanistan, Pakistan, 

and Iraq is important and will remain so for the foreseeable future.

 accurate intelligence is crucial. The primary rationale for the United States 

to attack Iraq was the assumption that Iraq possessed weapons of mass de-

struction, and virtually everyone—americans and non-americans, liberals 

and conservatives, republicans and Democrats—believed this to be the case. 

In fact, after the invasion and the inspections of several different U.S. and in-
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ternational organizations, it is clear that Saddam Hussein was bluffing and that 

Iraq, as of March 2003, possessed no weapons of mass destruction. an interest-

ing counterfactual question is whether the United States would have invaded 

had its leaders known that Iraq did not possess wMD. The invasion of Iraq as a 

preventive war to eliminate wMD underscores the importance of accurate in-

telligence, which is also likely to be increasingly difficult to obtain. even though 

the United States at the time of the invasion of Iraq had the most sophisticated 

means to collect, store, process, and distribute intelligence information, its in-

telligence agencies nevertheless reached the wrong conclusion. It is striking 

that despite its sophisticated technologies and means of collecting intelligence 

information, despite its considerable expenditure of effort and resources (the 

intelligence budget in 2009 was estimated to be $7 billion), the United States 

has been unable to locate and capture or kill former afghan Taliban leader 

Mullah omar and al Qaeda leader osama bin laden. as it has throughout its 

history, the United States has sought a solution to this problem through the use 

of technology, and the utilization of unmanned drone aircraft in afghanistan, 

Pakistan, and Iraq has provided new forms of intelligence information and a 

new means of attacking and killing enemy forces; however, whether this tech-

nology is a “game changer” is still an open question.

6. Never underestimate the enemy

 like some other nationalities, americans tend to be ethnocentric, if not ar-

rogant, concerning the capabilities of the United States relative to other states. 

In 197 when the Soviet Union, which most americans at the time consid-

ered backward, launched Sputnik, the world’s first satellite orbiting the earth, 

americans were shocked, surprised, and alarmed. President lyndon Johnson 

dismissed north Vietnamese guerillas as “little men in black pajamas” and was 

shocked and surprised when they were able to defeat U.S. forces.

 Underestimating the enemy is not unique to the United States; during the 

Soviet Union’s war in afghanistan, Soviet leaders and military commanders un-

derestimated the courage, determination, and commitment of the mujahideen. 

It took more than nine years and a new Soviet leader—Mikhail Gorbachev—to 

recognize that the Soviet “great game” was a losing proposition.

 The quick, decisive victory of american forces over Iraqi forces in both Jan-

uary 1991 and March 2003 led some americans to conclude that Iraqi forces 

were comparatively weak and ineffective; however, once defeated on the con-

ventional battlefield, many of those forces adopted a different approach for 

challenging U.S. control of their country. They adopted an asymmetrical ap-
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proach, which proved to be relatively effective against the military forces of 

the most powerful country in the world until the U.S. modified its strategy for 

fighting the insurgents.

7. Develop a realistic set of objectives for military operations

 american objectives in afghanistan were limited to overthrowing the Tal-

iban government, destroying al Qaeda training camps, and capturing osama 

bin laden and Mullah omar. The U.S. succeeded in achieving the first two ob-

jectives and failed in achieving the last objective. The invasion of Iraq diverted 

resources from the war in afghanistan and decreased the probability of captur-

ing or killing bin laden, omar, and their followers. In this more permissive 

environment, the Taliban regrouped and grew in strength and influence.

 american objectives in Iraq were far more grandiose: to overthrow Saddam 

Hussein, to find and destroy weapons of mass destruction, to establish a demo-

cratic government in Iraq and other Middle eastern states, and to promote 

human rights. These goals proved to be impossible to achieve even with the 

expenditure of substantial human and economic resources.

8. Make assumptions about the enemy and military operations that are based 

on facts and not wishful thinking

 The assumptions underlying the invasion of Iraq were based on wishful 

thinking rather than facts and hard analysis. american soldiers were welcomed 

in the initial days of the invasion, but soon thereafter, most Iraqis wanted the 

americans to leave. They stayed, and the insurgency developed.

 In afghanistan and Iraq, american policymakers made best-case as op-

posed to worst-case assumptions. This was a curious reversal of the practice 

throughout the cold war, when U.S. leaders assumed the worst case with regard 

to the Soviet Union and its military capabilities. In fact, it was worst case plan-

ning that led to the building of the enormous arsenals of american and Soviet 

nuclear weapons that reached its high point of 69,000 weapons in 1986.12

 It is essential that american leaders make realistic, plausible assumptions 

prior to going to war. In afghanistan, policymakers assumed that advanced 

technologies would give the United States advantages in conducting war against 

the Taliban and al Qaeda, and these assumptions proved to be correct; how-

ever, american policymakers’ assumptions concerning war in Iraq proved to be 

wildly off the mark. For example, key U.S. decision-makers assumed that ex-

patriate Iraqi leaders such as ahmad Chalabi and ali allawi would be accepted 

and even welcomed by Iraqis. This assumption grossly simplified the complex 
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reality of Iraqi politics, which was based on complex connections among fami-

lies, clans, and tribes, in addition to the fundamental split between Sunnis and 

Shia. In addition, accepting the facile assurances of neoconservatives, american 

policymakers assumed that once Saddam Hussein was overthrown, democracy 

and the rule of law would take hold in Iraq and then spread throughout the 

Middle east. In retrospect, such an assumption is completely unrealistic given 

the lack of democratic processes, institutions, or traditions in the Middle east, 

and yet, this was a central assumption of United States policy.

9. Obtain the support of other states, nongovernmental organizations, and 

intergovernmental organizations

 Many contemporary international problems can only be dealt with effec-

tively through international cooperation. For example, it is impossible for one 

country—even if the most powerful in the world, the United States—to solve 

some problems alone. Global climate change, HIV/aIDS, and reducing global 

poverty are a few of such problems. Terrorism is another.13

 In the days and weeks following the 9/11 attacks on the U.S., there was sub-

stantial international support for and cooperation with the United States in 

identifying and taking down individual terrorists and their networks. Such 

cooperation came from former U.S. adversaries such as russia and even one 

publicly identified state sponsor of terrorism, Syria.

 States interact with one another not only bilaterally, but also multilaterally 

through intergovernmental organizations at the regional and global levels. Dif-

ferent presidential administrations place differing priorities on the U.S. level of 

commitment and involvement with such organizations, and this is not a parti-

san political issue. For example, George H. w. Bush placed a high priority on 

cooperation with U.S. allies, and this paid off during the first Gulf war. It is 

crucial that the United States work closely with its long-time allies. The contrast 

between the first and second Gulf wars is instructive. In the first Gulf war, Presi-

dent George Herbert walker Bush worked tirelessly to convince close american 

allies to support the coalition in opposing and reversing Iraq’s takeover and oc-

cupation of Kuwait. In the end, more than thirty countries supported the coali-

tion with both military and economic support. although the first Gulf war cost 

a total of $ billion, american allies—principally Kuwait, Saudi arabia, and Ja-

pan—reimbursed the U.S. $0 billion. as a result, the first Gulf war cost the U.S. 

a total of $ billion, which is equivalent to the cost of the wars in afghanistan 

and Iraq for two weeks in 2009. as of 2010, it costs $1 million per year to support 
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one U.S. soldier in afghanistan. Such a level of spending is unsustainable over 

the long term. The United States needs the support of allies, and even with that 

support, the U.S. will be taxed, literally and figuratively, to support a long-term 

presence of american forces in afghanistan and/or Iraq.

 Faced with a new and unknown threat following 9/11, George w. Bush chose 

to almost “go it alone” in afghanistan and with only the United Kingdom and 

several other close allies in Iraq. This almost unilateral approach was costly to the 

U.S. in both human and economic terms. It is worth remembering that in those 

cases in which the United States had a legitimate cause and genuine coalition 

(world war II, Korea, afghanistan), it was successful. when the U.S. went it alone 

or had a weak coalition (Iraq), it had serious problems or it failed (Vietnam).

 Classic international relations theory focused on three levels of analysis: 

individuals, the state, and the international system.14 a distinguishing feature 

of contemporary international relations is the rise and increasing prominence 

of transnational and nonstate actors, which vary from the beneficent (Inter-

national red Cross, Care, amnesty International) to the malevolent (drug 

cartels, terrorist groups). In thinking about future conflict, U.S. leaders should 

consider the possible roles of nonstate actors. The United States Institute of 

Peace has sponsored a number of studies and programs focusing on the need 

for cooperation and coordination of governmental and nongovernmental ac-

tors, the need for which will likely only increase in the future.

10. Concentrate on the development and training of local security and 

military forces

 Security is the essential prerequisite for rebuilding a war-torn society, and 

local security forces most effectively and most economically can provide secu-

rity. Therefore, it is essential to develop and implement training programs, to 

recruit personnel, and to deploy local security forces as soon as possible.

 In both afghanistan and Iraq, the United States has confronted the challenge 

of providing security for the local population, and this has proved difficult and 

costly. In Iraq, the U.S. exacerbated the problem by disbanding Iraqi security 

forces and disqualifying any Iraqi who had belonged to the Baath Party. These 

two decisions resulted in significant costs for U.S. forces to provide security 

and delays in standing up Iraqi security forces.

 without security postwar reconstruction plans and programs either cannot 

proceed or can only proceed at great human and financial cost. once a basic 

level of security is assured, other basic functions of society can be provided, in-
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cluding sewage disposal and treatment, providing potable water, and providing 

assured access to electricity, transportation, and communications. a common 

Iraqi criticism of the United States following its invasion and occupation of 

Iraq was that after the first Gulf war, Saddam Hussein had restored access to 

electrical power faster than the U.S. after its invasion and occupation of 2003.

 In planning for security, absolute security is impossible to achieve. as Ken-

neth waltz noted, “States, like people, are insecure in proportion to the extent 

of their freedom. If freedom is wanted, insecurity must be accepted.”15 This is 

not to say that there is a choice between security and freedom; rather, there is a 

spectrum, and the cost of greater security may be at the expense of freedom.

11. Develop plans for postwar reconstruction and development before the war 

begins and make adjustments as the war develops

 official U.S. military plans call for commanders to plan military operations 

focusing on four phases of war from kinetic to postwar operations. Historian 

russell weigley has demonstrated that “the american way of war” is to use 

massive force in order to overwhelm the enemy, and that approach worked well 

in world war II and the first Gulf war.16 The effectiveness of the application of 

U.S. military force in both of these cases eclipsed the effectiveness of postwar 

operations. Following the cessation of hostilities at the end of world war II, 

the U.S. invited the european states—victors and vanquished alike—to submit 

plans for reconstruction; the Marshall Plan, which provided the funds to assist 

european states to rebuild, stands as one of the greatest successes of american 

foreign policy. at the end of the first Gulf war, the U.S. and the international 

community agreed that, despite his act of blatant aggression against Kuwait, 

Saddam Hussein should remain in power. This had the advantage of maintain-

ing a stable government in Iraq and counterbalancing Iran in the region.

 Following the defeat of the Soviet Union in afghanistan by the mujahideen, 

the U.S. withdrew its support from afghanistan, an action that contributed to 

the ability of the retrogressive Taliban to take over the country and to allow al 

Qaeda a sanctuary. Following 9/11 and the finding that al Qaeda’s leadership 

was in afghanistan, the U.S. military plan was to get in and get out as quickly 

as possible. Consequently, working with the northern alliance, the U.S. accom-

plished two of its three strategic objectives in afghanistan quickly.

 The invasion of Iraq in March 2003 placed increased demands on ameri-

can resources, particularly the need for special operations forces, which were 

moved from afghanistan to Iraq. This action degraded the effort to rebuild 



Conclusion 

256

in afghanistan. In Iraq, there were a number of studies on postwar issues and 

problems, most notably the “Future of Iraq” project.17 Clausewitz was correct 

in noting that a key requirement in war is “not to take the first step without 

considering the last,”18 something the United States failed to do in both af-

ghanistan and Iraq.

12. Develop a plan for local, regional, and international strategic 

communications

 Tactical communications are essential to conducting effective military op-

erations; if a unit cannot communicate with another, combat effectiveness is 

significantly eroded. likewise, strategic communication is also vital, and con-

temporary military commanders recognize its importance. In his formal initial 

assessment after assuming command of the International Security assistance 

Force (ISaF) in afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal wrote: “The informa-

tion domain is a battlespace, and it is one in which ISaF must take aggressive 

actions to win the important battle of perception. Strategic Communication 

(StratCom) makes a vital contribution to the overall effort, and more specifi-

cally, to the operational center of gravity: the continued support of the afghan 

population.”19

 Strategic communication cannot always be managed and controlled. For ex-

ample, the release of the photographs of american soldiers abusing Iraqi pris-

oners at abu Ghraib had an enormous effect on attitudes toward the United 

States in Iraq, the Middle east, and the rest of the world, and it was hard to 

counter the negative effects.

 Maintaining effective strategic communication, even for those who are 

aware of its importance, can be difficult, as the indiscrete comments of General 

McChrystal and his staff to a Rolling Stone reporter illustrate.

13. Inform and involve members of Congress in war planning from the 

beginning to the end of the conflict

 reflecting the “checks and balances” approach of Montesquieu, the Consti-

tution grants the executive branch the power to make foreign policy; however, 

it also delegates the congressional branch certain specific responsibilities and 

grants Congress oversight functions. During foreign policy crises and particu-

larly during war, the Congress tends to “rally round the flag” to support the 

president’s policy.20 at other times, the relationship between the congressional 

and executive branches can be contentious.

 an administration ignores or snubs the Congress only at its peril; the Con-
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gress controls appropriations and the ratification of treaties, reviews senior gov-

ernmental appointments, holds hearings, and conducts investigations. Taken 

together, these can be formidable powers. By including members of Congress 

in war planning, an administration can head off opposition to its policy, but 

such a policy must genuinely involve members of Congress and not be window 

dressing.

 There was little congressional involvement in the attack on afghanistan 

in october 2001; the american homeland had been attacked, and members 

of Congress wanted the perpetrators to pay for their misdeed. Consequently, 

Congress allowed the executive branch significant leeway in responding to the 

9/11 attacks.

 when the George w. Bush administration decided to attack Iraq, the vote 

in the House was 296 to 133, and a majority of Democrats voted for the war. In 

the Senate, the vote was 77 to 21 with twenty-one Democrats voting in favor of 

going to war, including a number of those Democrats who would subsequently 

run for their party’s presidential nomination. with congressional support, the 

Bush administration went to war. as journalist Thomas ricks has noted, “In 

previous wars, Congress had been populated by hawks and doves. But as war 

in Iraq loomed it seemed to consist mainly of lambs. There are many failures 

in the american system that led to the war, but the failures in Congress were at 

once perhaps the most important and the least noticed.”21 During the Vietnam 

war, a turning point came when Senator J. william Fulbright, the chairman of 

the Senate Foreign relations Committee, held hearings on the war. There was 

no analogue to Fulbright prior to and during the afghanistan and Iraq wars, 

although individual senators such as robert Byrd strongly criticized the move 

toward war in Iraq.

 For its part, the Bush administration chose by and large not to consult with 

Congress on the war. This was in keeping with the theory of the “unitary execu-

tive” that key members of the administration held. over time, ignoring Con-

gress had negative effects on the administration’s policies, and it would have 

been in a stronger position if it had involved and consulted on a bipartisan 

basis with members of Congress.

1. Coordinate policy within the executive branch

 Congressional-executive relations are not the only problem of policy coordi-

nation in the U.S. government; coordination within the executive branch itself 

can be problematic and even debilitating. Disagreements between or among 

individual policymakers, agencies, and departments have negatively affected 
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presidential administrations in both parties. For example, the contrasting, if 

not contradictory, policy views of Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and national 

Security affairs adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski contributed to the inconsistent 

Soviet policy of the Carter administration. or the debates between Secretary 

of State George Shultz and Secretary of Defense Caspar weinberger negatively 

impacted the reagan administration’s foreign policymaking.

 The George w. Bush administration was marked by deep differences in in-

ternational relations perspectives, and Vice President Cheney and his office had 

unprecedented influence on american foreign policy, particularly concerning 

detainee issues following 9/11. Because of their past appointments and com-

mon worldviews, the vice president and Secretary of Defense Donald rumsfeld 

worked together closely and saw eye to eye on most foreign policy issues. op-

posing Cheney and rumsfeld on a number of important issues were Secre-

tary of State Colin Powell and his staff, and standing in the wings was national 

security adviser Condoleezza rice, who failed to manage and take charge of 

the internecine debates within the executive branch. She, however, does not 

bear primary responsibility for the split within the executive branch; after all, 

the president is the commander-in-chief and, as Clinton rossiter pointed out 

many years ago, is the chief executive officer of the U.S. government.22 To the 

detriment of his administration and the country, George w. Bush chose not 

to get involved in developing a coherent, consistent foreign policy toward af-

ghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq.

1. Do not ask too much from the members of the military and their families 

compared to the rest of American society

 In the aftermath of 9/11, americans experienced a wave of patriotic feeling, 

and many responded to defend their country that had been attacked. I had a 

student, for example, who had graduated from college in 1998 and then entered 

investment banking. By the time of 9/11, he was making a six-figure income. 

The day after the attacks on the U.S., he went to a recruitment office and vol-

unteered for the military. The recruiter apologized and said that there were no 

openings for college graduates like him in officer candidate school, and my 

former student asked, “what about signing up as an enlisted man?” Surprised, 

the recruiter said there were plenty of openings for soldiers, and my former 

student signed up. Because of his intelligence, motivation, and physical fitness, 

he was accepted for Special Forces training, and following that he was deployed 

all over the world chasing suspected terrorists. after six years and deployments 
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to afghanistan, the Philippines, and other places he could not disclose, he had 

had enough. He got out of the army and went back to graduate school—for a 

year until he was called to active duty from the reserves.

 young people like my former student are an inspiration and a challenge to 

Tom Brokaw’s contention that world war II veterans constitute “the greatest 

generation.” I’m not sure of that, but I am sure that people in the military today 

have paid a grossly disproportionate price for the wars in afghanistan and Iraq. 

almost all members of the army or the Marines during their first four-year 

enlistment have been deployed to afghanistan or Iraq for one tour of duty; 

many have been deployed for two tours; and some for three tours. In contrast, 

civilians are not directly involved or affected by the wars unless they have a 

loved one overseas. of course, all americans, civilian and military alike, will be 

paying for these wars for several generations, given the deficits that have been 

run up in order to pay for them. and, of course, those who have lost loved ones 

will never fully recover.

16. Return real control of the government to locals as soon as possible

 From the early days of the republic, americans have believed in and sup-

ported independence and self-determination. During and following world 

war I, woodrow wilson incorporated the principle of self-determination as 

a foundation of the new system for managing power in international relations 

that he supported, collective security.

 The goal of conflicts and wars in which the U.S. is engaged should be to 

return control of the government to locals as soon as possible following hos-

tilities. local people will have a better situational awareness than foreigners, 

and they will be more likely to obtain the support of the local populace. of 

course, the danger is that local leaders may not conform to american ideas of 

how a leader should act. In afghanistan, the U.S. supported the mujahideen 

during the Soviet-afghan war despite the fact that some were engaged in drug 

trafficking and violated human rights. In Iraq, ambassador Bremer decided to 

postpone for more than a year returning control of the government to Iraqis, 

with disastrous results.

 Based on the afghan and Iraq wars, U.S. officials in the future need to recog-

nize that it is essential to work with local political leaders and to return power 

and control to them as quickly as possible. For a short time after they invaded 

Iraq and toppled Saddam Hussein and the Baath Party from power, american and 

coalition forces were welcomed by Iraqis; however, the longer they stayed, the less 
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popular they became. after ambassador Paul Bremer canceled the turnover of 

power to Iraqis and announced a year-long occupation, U.S. popularity declined 

significantly, and when he ordered that no member of the Baath Party could serve 

in the new Iraqi government and the disbanding of Iraqi security forces, both 

anti-american feelings and support for the insurgency increased. Bremer’s deci-

sion and actions had the unintended consequences of stimulating the insurgency.

17. Allow sufficient time to achieve mission goals

 There are a number of ways in which military force is used, including a 

quick, decisive use of force (Blitzkrieg), a drawn-out war of attrition (world 

war I), the simultaneous pursuit of political and military objectives (coercive 

diplomacy), and counterinsurgency.23 There are many differences among these 

various uses of force, and one of the most important is the amount of time 

required for the successful application of a particular strategy. Counterinsur-

gency is the most demanding in terms of time. In September 200 in testi-

mony to the Senate armed Services Committee, General George Casey, the 

U.S. commander in Iraq at the time, noted, “The average counterinsurgency 

in the twentieth century lasted nine years. Fighting insurgencies is a long-term 

proposition, and there’s no reason that we should believe that the insurgency 

in Iraq will take any less time to deal with.”24 The findings of ranD Corpora-

tion analyst Seth Jones were even more sobering; he found that since 19 “suc-

cessful counterinsurgency campaigns last for an average of fourteen years, and 

unsuccessful ones last for an average of eleven years. . . . “[M]ore than a third of 

all insurgencies last more than twenty years.”25 The message is clear: if a coun-

try chooses a counterinsurgency strategy, it should be prepared to wage it for a 

long period of time—a least a decade.

 The conflicts that the United States will face in the future will most likely 

not resemble those of the past. The epic tank battles of the past—el alamein, 

Kursk, the first Gulf war—are likely just that: of the past, and the United States 

is far more probable to face insurgencies in the future. In these cases, as the de-

velopments of the wars in afghanistan and Iraq have demonstrated, a counter-

insurgency strategy focusing on the protection of the local population is more 

likely to be successful than one employing large numbers of troops focused on 

killing the enemy.

18. Encourage close cooperation between military and civilian officials

 It is vital that future U.S. military strategies be appropriate for the conflicts 

that the United States is likely to face, and it is unlikely that those conflicts will 



 Lessons and Legacies: Twenty-Six Articles

261

be similar to those confronted by the U.S. during the cold war. rather, it is likely 

that future conflicts will be similar to those of the 1980s and 1990s: rwanda, 

Bosnia, Haiti, Somalia, Kosovo, Macedonia, east Timor, Democratic republic 

of Congo, Burma, and Darfur. The first task of the future is to assess what type 

of conflict is presented: Is it an ethnically based conflict? Is it caused by outside 

insurgents? Is it a civil war? what is the likelihood that peacekeeping forces can 

keep the conflict from escalating? In many of these conflicts, a traditional “big 

army” strategy is less likely to be successful than a peacekeeping or a counter-

insurgency approach. of course, traditional capabilities must be maintained 

for possible large-scale conflicts, but capabilities for counterinsurgency, nation-

building, and peacekeeping must also be more fully developed and retained.

 In this regard, military and civilian capabilities for nation-building should be 

supported. George w. Bush and his advisers entered office disdainful of nation-

building only to find themselves facing the most comprehensive, demanding 

cases of nation-building since the end of world war II; however, the U.S. gov-

ernment’s nation-building capabilities had eroded since the end of the Vietnam 

war, and the U.S. had to depend upon the Department of Defense to provide 

the personnel and training for nation-building in both afghanistan and Iraq. 

This situation was necessary but not ideal. Basic security is a prerequisite for na-

tion-building, and military forces are best able to provide for security; however, 

civilians are better suited to develop and implement the processes and organi-

zations of civil society. Several years into the wars in afghanistan and Iraq, the 

U.S. government established Provincial reconstruction Teams (PrT) headed 

by american officials who were charged with overseeing the establishment and 

implementation of civil society. Following the invasion of afghanistan, military 

personnel were the ones who implemented postwar reconstruction and nation-

building programs; however, historically, civilians in the State Department and 

the agency for International Development have had the most experience run-

ning such programs. In the future, it will be important to rely on civilian officials 

and agencies that have the experience of implementing such programs; in fact, 

in Iraq, civilians were given primary responsibility. In order to do this, however, 

programs will have to be vastly expanded. For example, as of 2008, twenty-six 

Provincial reconstruction Teams (PrT) were established in each afghan pro-

vincial capital, and they were formally responsible for the U.S. government’s 

local development efforts. In Iraq, thirty-one PrTs were established by 2008, 

and in both afghanistan and Iraq, an increased number of civilian experts in 

development have been assigned, marking a kind of “civilian surge” policy.
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19. As commander-in-chief, the president must be actively involved and 

knowledgeable about the conflict

 american presidents must assume central responsibility for the making and 

implementation of U.S. foreign policy concerning conflict and war. In retro-

spect, it seems clear that George w. Bush ceded his constitutional responsibility 

for making foreign policy to others in his administration. In many ways and 

for the first six years of the George w. Bush administration, it appears that Vice 

President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald rumsfeld and their 

subordinates made a number of the important decisions concerning U.S. policy 

toward afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, and the war on terror. The “unitary execu-

tive” theory of presidential preeminence in foreign policymaking came from 

the vice president’s office and was supported by like-minded officials in DoD 

and the Department of Justice. In addition, the U.S. government’s policy sup-

porting the use of torture to obtain information from suspected terrorists was 

also supported by a similar group within the administration. In his memoirs, 

President Bush noted that he supported “enhanced interrogation techniques,” 

including waterboarding, which he contends “did not constitute torture.”26 The 

goal for future administrations should be Harry S. Truman’s adage: “The buck 

stops here,” rather than the more typical presidential practice of passing the 

buck.

20. Sustain economic development programs over the long term

 Sustained, substantial economic and military aid from the United States and 

the international community is required to maintain stability in afghanistan, 

Pakistan, and Iraq, and without such aid economic and political stability is un-

likely. as wealthy and as powerful as it is, the United States does not have the 

resources unilaterally to provide the aid that these states and their populations 

need; international cooperation is a necessity.

21. Be willing to modify or change the battle plan if it is not achieving the 

strategic goals of the military campaign

 Throughout history successful military commanders have been able to 

recognize when the tide of battle was turning against them and have been 

able to adapt and change their tactics and strategy. In 2006 when it looked 

as if Iraq was unraveling, U.S. leaders, led by President Bush, dramatically 

changed a conventional strategy focused on killing the enemy to a counterin-

surgency strategy focused on providing security for the population. without 



 Lessons and Legacies: Twenty-Six Articles

263

this change in policy, it is likely that the United States would have been de-

feated in Iraq.

22. Be willing to compromise with hostile forces that will work with you

 Immediately after 9/11, George w. Bush sought to divide the world into two 

camps: those who supported the United States and those who supported ter-

rorism. There was little leeway in this dichotomous division. It was reminiscent 

of the cold war division of the world into the Free world and the communist 

bloc. The key to understanding international relations was simple and straight-

forward: communists were bad, and anticommunists were good. one of the 

most significant errors of the cold war was the failure to recognize differences 

among communists. For example, the founder of the north Vietnamese com-

munist party was Ho Chi Minh, and when he proclaimed independence from 

France, he quoted the U.S. Declaration of Independence. Despite this tip of the 

hat to american ideals, americans dismissed Ho because he was a communist. 

Unquestionably, some communists would never have compromised with the 

Untied States, and undoubtedly, some terrorists in the contemporary era would 

never compromise with the U.S. However, the U.S. learned in Iraq that some 

terrorist sympathizers or actual terrorists could be convinced to work with, 

rather than against, the americans. This was the lesson of the Sunni awaken-

ing, and it is a valuable lesson to keep in mind for the future.

23. In fighting the enemy, maintain and observe fundamental ideals

 Soon after the al Qaeda attacks on the United States of September 11, 2001, 

a number of americans worried that the fear engendered by the attacks would 

cause the United States to weaken its traditional support for and observance of 

fundamental individual and human rights. The George w. Bush administration’s 

response to the attacks in some significant ways confirmed these fears by weak-

ening rights of privacy with warrantless wiretaps and the passage of the Patriot 

act. In addition, the long-standing prohibition on torture was violated by differ-

ent government agencies, most dramatically at abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. The 

weakening of the U.S. observance of international and domestic laws regarding 

privacy and the prohibition of torture underscores the need to observe american 

values and ideals assiduously so that these values do not appear hypocritical or 

even meaningless. The United States owes the courageous members of the mili-

tary no less, for they are the ones who have paid for the wars in afghanistan and 

Pakistan disproportionately compared to the rest of american society.
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2. Try to prevent attacks on the homeland, but prepare physically and 

mentally for the worst

 Following 9/11, many experts on terrorism believed that a second major at-

tack on the U.S. was all but inevitable. as of the writing of this book, such an 

attack has not occurred; however, experts remain concerned that such an attack 

is possible, if not probable. It is important to think about a possible future ter-

rorist attack in two ways. First, many years ago, David Fromkin noted, “Terror-

ism wins only if you respond to it in the way the terrorists want you to; which 

means that its fate is in your hands and not theirs.”27 americans’ greatest fear of 

terrorism, of course, is of a nuclear attack. But even if this were to occur and as 

damaging as it could be, it still would cause only a small percentage of the dam-

age that would have resulted during an all-out war between the United States 

and the USSr during the cold war. The reality of the contemporary era is that 

the probability of a nuclear weapon being detonated is higher than during the 

cold war, but the probability of a global conflagration is less.

 If a major terrorist attack were to occur, it would be vital for americans to 

respond with determination to rebuild and carry on their lives. In this regard, 

the response of londoners to the bombing of the subway in July 200 is in-

structive; the day after the attack, londoners got back on the trains and carried 

on. resiliency is the key.28

2. Pay close attention to Pakistan

 During the initial years of war and conflict, from 2001 to 2006, Pakistan 

remained largely on the sidelines, mostly uninvolved in a central way in the 

war on terrorism and the war in afghanistan. There are three major reasons for 

american policymakers to pay close attention to Pakistan. First, Pakistan is the 

only Islamic state and one of only nine countries in the world to possess nu-

clear weapons. If the government of Pakistan were to become unstable or taken 

over by Islamic radicals, the control of nuclear weapons could be degraded and 

under such circumstances, U.S. policymakers’ nightmare could come true: “the 

world’s most destructive weapons could fall into the hands of the world’s most 

dangerous terrorists.” Second, the afghan-Pakistani border area, particularly 

around Tora Bora and several Pakistani cities such as Quetta, is a sanctuary for 

radical Muslims who could destabilize the Pakistani government. Third, Paki-

stan is key to the future of afghanistan. The two countries are integrally related. 

Former Under Secretary of Defense Douglas Feith has written, “no country in 

the world was of greater importance to our military operations in afghanistan 

than Pakistan.”29 when he was the commanding officer of the International Se-
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curity Force, afghanistan (ISaF), General Karl eikenberry testified to Congress 

in February 2007: “naTo could not win in afghanistan without addressing the 

sanctuaries the Taliban enjoyed in Pakistan.”30 General McChrystal echoed this 

point: “Stability in Pakistan is essential, not only in its own right, but also to 

enable progress in afghanistan.”31

26. Relearn the lessons of the past

 at the end of the first Gulf war, a number of commentators, including 

President George H. w. Bush, indicated that the United States had at long last 

kicked the “Vietnam syndrome” and had shown that the “U.S. was back.” It had 

taken a decade for the U.S. military to recover from Vietnam, and by 1990, it 

was clear that the U.S. military had recovered, and its impressive performance 

in the first Gulf war clearly proved this. The generation of military leaders who 

had served as junior officers in Vietnam came into prominence in the 1990s, 

and, having experienced the trauma of Vietnam, they worked assiduously to 

avoid the mistakes that the earlier military leaders had made. First, they sup-

ported the creation and the building of the all-volunteer force consisting of 

those who wanted to be in the military rather than those who, many against 

their will, were drafted into service. Second, they believed in the massive ap-

plication of military force. Third, they criticized the limited application of force 

such as counterinsurgency and believed that the purpose of war was, first and 

foremost, to defeat the enemy. lost in pursuing this objective, of course, was 

winning the support of the local people.

 The irony of the wars in afghanistan and Iraq from the military’s perspec-

tive is that the effect was similar to Vietnam; namely, the war in afghanistan 

supplanted Vietnam as “america’s longest war” and imposed such demands on 

the military that it was at the breaking point by the end of 2010.

 In the preface of this book, I recounted the haunting question that a friend 

of mine who is a military officer and who spent a year in Iraq asked me, “why 

are we in Iraq?” I also recalled seeing a young Marine on the beach in San 

Clemente who had lost both legs below his knees. a number of students of 

mine have asked me why we are in afghanistan and Iraq, and what the United 

States should do about Pakistan. I hope that this book provides at least a partial 

explanation for my friend, my students, and that young Marine on the beach. 

and I hope that it provides an explanation, if not solace, for the families of 

those who have served in afghanistan and/or Iraq, those who have been seri-

ously wounded or those who have given “their last full measure of devotion.”
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appendix a: Maps

The maps of afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan are based on maps at the CIa web site, 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/af.html. The map 

of the Middle east region is from the United nations, Department of Peacekeeping 

operations, Cartographic Section, august 200.
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 Appendix B: Chronology

The United States, Terrorism, afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq

197 october: Beginning of the first Indo-Pakistani war over sovereignty of Kashmir

198 May: The state of Israel is established and war breaks out

192 February: Iraq concludes agreement with Iraq Petroleum Company calling for a 

0–0 division of profits

19 February: establishment of the Baghdad Pact (Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, and 

Britain)

196 october: nasser nationalizes the Suez Canal and Britain, France, and Israel in-

vade egypt to take over the canal

198 February: establishment of the United arab republic (egypt and Syria); Iraq 

and Jordan establish the arab Union

 July: Military coup d’état in Iraq; General Qasim becomes prime minister

199 December: Iraq withdraws from the Baghdad Pact

1961 Kuwait becomes independent and Iraq demands its integration into Iraq; UK 

sends troops to Kuwait

196 Beginning of the second Indo-Pakistani war over Kashmir

1967 June: Six Day war between egypt and Israel, which occupies Gaza, the Sinai 

Peninsula, old Jerusalem, the Golan Heights, and Jordan’s west Bank

1968 July 17: Military coup in Iraq; Baath Party takes over in Iraq and ahmad Hasan 

al-Bakr becomes president

 July 22: George Habash’s Popular Front for the liberation of Palestine (PFlP) 

hijacks el al airliner

1971 December 3: Pakistan attacks India pre-emptively; war begins

1972 april: Iraq and the Soviet Union sign a Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation

 June: Iraq nationalizes the Iraq Petroleum Company

1973 october 6: egypt and Syria attack Israel on yom Kippur

1977 July: Pakistani General Mohammed Zia-ul-Haq seizes power from Zulfikar ali 

Bhutto and subsequently orders his execution
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1979 January: Shah of Iran deposed

 February 1: U.S. embassy in Tehran attacked and staff is trapped; later freed by 

Khomeini forces

 February 1: a Tajik, anti-Pashtun separatist group, the Setam-i-Milli, kidnaps 

U.S. ambassador to afghanistan, adolph Dubs, who is later killed

 March 26: Israel and egypt sign peace treaty

 July 16: Saddam Hussein becomes president of Iraq

 november : Iranians take over the U.S. embassy in Tehran; 66 american hos-

tages

 november 20: Terrorists seize the Grand Mosque in Mecca

 november 21: Pakistani mob burns down U.S. embassy in Islamabad and two 

american cultural centers in rawalpindi and lahore, Pakistan; four killed

 December 2: Soviet invasion of afghanistan

1980 april 2: Failed secret rescue attempt of american hostages in Iraq

 September 21: Iraq invades Iran; beginning of the eight-year war

1981 January 20: U.S. hostages in Iran are released; ronald reagan inaugurated

 May: Gulf Cooperation Council formed

 June: Israel destroys an Iraqi nuclear reactor at osirak

1982 october 6: President anwar Sadat assassinated

1983 april 18: U.S. embassy in Beirut bombed; 63 killed

 october 23: U.S. Marine barracks in Beirut bombed; 298 killed including 21 

U.S. Marines

 December: as President reagan’s special envoy, Donald rumsfeld meets Saddam

 U.S. embassy in Kuwait City bombed; 6 killed

198 Kuwait airways flight bound for Pakistan hijacked; two americans killed after 

landing at Tehran airport

 September 20: Bombing of U.S. embassy annex in Beirut; 1 killed

198 March: President reagan signs national Security Decision Directive 166, autho-

rizing U.S. covert activities in afghanistan

 May 17: Iraq fires exocet missile at USS Stark; killed 37 sailors

 June 1: Twa plane hijacked; U.S. sailor killed

1986 February 1: CIa established the Counter Terrorism Center

 april 1: U.S. airstrike on libya

 September 26: Mujahideen in afghanistan use the first U.S.-supplied Stinger 

missiles against Soviet aircraft

1987 December: Palestinian refugees demonstrate, marking the beginning of the inti-

fada
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1988 February–December: Saddam’s anfal campaign against the Iraqi Kurds

 March: Iraqi attack on Halabja; an estimated ,000 Kurds killed

 april 18: Geneva accords formalize the Soviet withdrawal from afghanistan

 July 3: USS Vincennes shot down an Iranian civilian airplane; 290 killed

 august: Iraq-Iran war ends

 august: al Qaeda founded in Peshawar, Pakistan

	 December 21: Panam flight 103 blown up over lockerbie, Scotland; 29 killed

1989 February 1: last remaining Soviet units in afghanistan withdraw

 november 9: Berlin wall falls

1990 July 2: U.S. ambassador april Glaspie meets with Saddam

 august 2: Iraq attacks and occupies Kuwait

 october: President George H. w. Bush imposes sanctions on Pakistan for its 

nuclear program

 november: Un Security Council passes resolution 678, demanding Iraq’s with-

drawal from Kuwait by January 1, 1991

1991 January: U.S. Senate votes (2–7) to authorize the use of force against Iraq

 January 16: U.S. and coalition airstrikes on Iraq begin

 January–March: operation Desert Storm; U.S. and its coalition force Iraq to 

withdraw from Kuwait

 February 28: Ceasefire agreement signed between Iraq and the coalition

 March: Iraq crushes rebellions in the Kurdish north and Shia south

 april: Un Security resolution 687, demanding the destruction of Iraq’s conven-

tional weapons, is passed, and 688 establishes a no-fly zone north of the 36th 

parallel

 May: First inspection of Un Special Commission on Disarmament (UnSCoM)

 December 2: USSr disintegrates

1992 osama bin laden moves to Khartoum, Sudan

 april: Communist regime in Kabul is overthrown

 December 29: Bombs exploded at two western hotels in aden, yemen; two killed

1993 January: U.S. attacks suspected nuclear facility and missile sites south of Bagh-

dad

 February 26: world Trade Center in ny bombed; 6 killed, 1,000 wounded

 april: assassination attempt on President George H. w. Bush uncovered by Ku-

wait

 october 3–: eighteen U.S. soldiers killed in Mogadishu, Somalia, with the as-

sistance of al Qaeda
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199 March: Saudi government strips osama bin laden of his citizenship

 october: Iraq moves troops toward Kuwait; U.S. deploys carrier battle group 

and ,000 troops to the region in response

 october–november: Taliban forces take control of Spin Boldak and Kandahar

199 June: President Clinton signs Presidential Decision Directive 39, “US Policy on 

Counter Terrorism”

 June: Unsuccessful assassination attempt on egyptian President Hosni Mubarak 

during visit to addis ababa, ethiopia

 august: Saddam’s sons-in-law defect to Jordan and provide evidence on wMD

 november 13: al Qaeda bombs Saudi national Guard building in riyadh; 7 

killed, 60 wounded

 november 19: al Qaeda bombs egyptian embassy in Islamabad, Pakistan; 16 

killed, 60 wounded

1996 May–June: osama bin laden and ayman al-Zawahiri leave Sudan and move 

operations to afghanistan

 June: al Khobar Towers in Dhahran, Saudi arabia, bombed; 19 U.S. military 

personnel killed, 1 wounded

 august: Iraq sends forces into northern Iraq and U.S. fires 27 cruise missiles and 

extends no-fly zone

 august 23: osama bin laden declares war on the U.S.

 September 26: Taliban take over Kabul; execute former afghan ruler, najibullah

1997 May 2: Pakistan recognizes the Taliban government of afghanistan

 october: Iraq accuses U.S. members of UnSCoM of spying and expels them 

from Iraq

 november 17: al Qaeda attack on tourists in luxor, egypt; 8 killed, 26 wounded

1998 January 16: Project for a new american Century recommends the removal of 

Saddam in a letter to President Clinton

 February 23: Bin laden issues fatwa against “Jews and Crusaders”

 May 12: India tests nuclear bomb

 May 28: Pakistan tests five nuclear weapons followed by a sixth on May 30

 august 7: Bombings of the U.S. embassies in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, and nai-

robi, Kenya; 22 killed, ,000 wounded

 august 20: U.S. launches cruise missiles against al Qaeda training camps in af-

ghanistan and pharmaceutical factory in Sudan

 october 31: Iraq stops cooperating with UnSCoM inspectors

 october 31: President Clinton signs the Iraq liberation act
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 november : Un Security Council passes resolution charging Iraq with fla-

grantly violating Un resolutions

 December 16–19: operation Desert Fox: U.S. and UK air strikes against Iraq

1999 February 18: assassination of Iraqi Grand ayatollah Muhummad Sadiq al-Sadr 

and two sons

 March 2–June 10: naTo bombing of yugoslavia

 october: Un Security Council unanimously adopts resolution 1267, demanding 

that the Taliban turn over osama bin laden and imposing sanctions

 october 12: nonviolent coup ousts Pakistani Prime Minister nawaz Sharif; re-

placed by General Pervez Musharraf

 December 17: Un resolution 128 passes, establishing the Un Monitoring, Veri-

fication and Inspection commission (UnMoVIC) to replace UnSCoM

 December 31, 1999: ahmed ressam fails in his attempt to detonate a bomb at 

los angeles International airport

2000 January 3: abortive attack on the USS The Sullivans in aden, yemen

 June: Final report of the U.S. national Commission on Terrorism released

 September 7: Predator unmanned drone flies over afghanistan for the first time

 october 12: Bombing of the USS Cole in aden, yemen; 17 U.S. sailors killed, 0 

wounded

 november 7: U.S. presidential election; due to the closeness of the vote, George 

w. Bush is not officially elected until December 12, following a Supreme Court 

ruling.

2001 February 16: U.S. and UK bomb Iraq air defense sites

 March: Taliban destroy the statues of Buddha at Bamiyan, afghanistan

 May–July: U.S. and UK try to get Un to adopt “smart sanctions” against Iraq

 July 27: rumsfeld sends memo to Powell, rice, and Cheney outlining U.S. op-

tions in Iraq

 august 6: CIa delivers Presidential Daily Briefing to President Bush, warning of 

a possible al Qaeda attack

 September 9: agents of al Qaeda assassinate northern alliance leader ahmed 

Shah Massoud

 September 11: al Qaeda attacks on new york and washington; almost 3,000 

killed

 September 13: U.S. presents demands to Pakistan; President Musharraf agrees to 

join U.S. coalition in the “war on terror”

 September 1–16: Bush meets at Camp David with principal advisers
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 September 20: President Bush addresses Congress; identifies osama and al Qa-

eda as responsible for 9/11 attacks

 September 26: CIa team lands in Panjshir Valley to work with northern alliance

 october 7: operation enduring Freedom: U.S. attacks the Taliban and al Qaeda 

bases in afghanistan

 november 13: Kabul falls

 December: Bombing of Tora Bora

 December : afghan leaders sign the Bonn agreement, calling for a timetable in 

the formation of a representative government

 December 20: Un Security Council passes resolution 1386, establishing the In-

ternational Security assistance Force (ISaF)

 December 22: Karzai government installed in afghanistan

2002 January 29: President Bush delivers Sate of the Union and identifies “axis of evil,” 

consisting of Iraq, Iran, and north Korea

 February 26: President Bush signs top secret intelligence order authorizing dis-

ruption activities in Iraq

 March: operation anaconda is launched in the Sha-i-kot Valley in afghanistan

 april 17: President Bush calls for a “Marshall Plan” for afghanistan

 June 1: President Bush’s west Point address emphasizing “pre-emption”

 June: Hamad Karzai is selected as head of the afghan transitional government

 July 23: “Downing Street Memo”: “facts were being fixed around the policy.”

 august 26: VP Cheney delivers speech to the Veterans for Foreign wars (VFw), 

stating, “[T]here is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now has weapons of mass 

destruction.”

 September: national Security Strategy paper released

 october: national Intelligence estimate (nIe) states, “Iraq is reconstituting its 

nuclear program”

 october 7: President Bush gives speech claiming that Iraq has wMD

 october 10–11: U.S. Congress votes in favor of Iraq war authorization resolu-

tion; the vote is 296–133 in the House and 77–23 in the Senate

 october 12: Bali, Indonesia, bombs; 202 killed, 1,00 wounded

 november 8: Un resolution 11 passes; stipulates that Iraq is in violation of 

Un resolution 687, but provides the opportunity to avoid war by cooperating 

with Un inspection agency, UnMoVIC

 november 2: Un weapons inspectors return to Iraq after four year absence

 December 7: Iraq issues response (“full disclosure”) to Un resolution 11 by 

giving the Iaea 12,000 pages of documents
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2003 January 20: national Security Presidential Directive 2 creating orHa issued; 

gives control of postwar Iraq to the Department of Defense

 January 27: Un weapons inspector Hans Blix reports that Iraq has not cooper-

ated with UnMoVIC

 January 28: In his State of the Union address, President Bush claims that Iraq 

has wMD

 February : Secretary of State Powell presents the case against Iraq to the Un 

Security Council and claims Iraq has weapons of mass destruction

 February 2: General Shinseki testifies before the Senate armed Services Com-

mittee; his comments are quickly criticized by Paul wolfowitz and Donald 

rumsfeld

 March 1: al Qaeda leader Khalid Sheik Muhammad is captured in Pakistan

 March 1: Turkish Parliament rejects U.S. request to stage forces in Turkey

 March 16: General Jay Garner flies to Kuwait to await the occupation of Iraq

 March 17: President Bush issues ultimatum to Iraq giving Saddam and his sons 

forty-eight hours to leave Iraq

 March 19: operation Iraqi Freedom begins

 april 9: Baghdad liberated; Saddam’s statue in Firdos Square toppled

 april 21: orHa officials led by General Garner arrive in Baghdad

 May: Turkish Parliament refuses to approve the transit of american troops 

through Turkey into Iraq

 May 1: President Bush lands on USS Abraham Lincoln and declares an end to 

major combat operations in Iraq; “Mission accomplished” banner displayed

 May 6: announcement made that Paul Bremer will replace Jay Garner

 May 12: Paul Bremer arrives in Iraq and replaces General Garner

 May 16: Bremer announces that the establishment of interim government is 

postponed

 May 16: CPa Directive #1 issued; calls for the “de-Baathification” of Iraqi gov-

ernment

 May 22: Un Security Council votes to end sanctions in Iraq

 May 23: CPa Directive #2 issued; calls for disbanding of Iraqi security forces

 June: Iraq Study Group under Dr. David Kay established

 July 13: Bremer appoints twenty-five-member Iraqi Governing Council

 July 20: U.S. forces kill Saddam’s sons, Uday and Qusay, in Mosul

 July 23: General abizaid acknowledges that U.S. forces face “a classical guerilla 

campaign”

 august 9: naTo takes over International Security Force afghanistan (ISaF)
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 august 19: Bombing of Un headquarters in Baghdad; Sergio Vieira de Mello 

killed

 august 29: Bombing of najak shrine; ayatollah Muhummad Baqir Hakim killed

 September : rep. David obey (D-wI) is the first member of Congress to call 

for Donald rumsfeld’s resignation

 november 1: CPa introduces plan for transition to sovereignty; ayad allawi is 

chosen as the interim prime minister

 December 13: Saddam Hussein is captured in Tikrit

200 January: afghan loya jirga approves new constitution

 January 2: David Kay, the CIa’s weapons inspector, resigns and testifies that 

U.S. assumptions about wMD in Iraq were in error; Charles Duelfer replaces 

Kay

 February 2: Commission on wMD (Silberman-robb) established by President 

Bush; the next day the British government establishes a commission chaired by 

lord Butler

 February : CIa Director George Tenet concedes that U.S. may have overesti-

mated Iraq’s weapons capabilities

 March : Transitional administrative law (Iraqi interim constitution) com-

pleted

 March 11: Madrid bombings; 192 killed, 1,600 wounded

 March 20: Six U.S. soldiers charged for alleged abuses committed against Iraqi 

prisoners at abu Ghraib prison

 March 31: Crisis in Fallujah; four U.S. contractors killed

 april: Shakai agreement: Pakistani government concludes agreement with the 

Taliban and tribal leaders; Pakistan agrees to stay in agreed-upon areas; local 

leaders agree not to attack Pakistani officials

 april 1: U.S. issues arrest warrant issued for Moqtada al-Sadr

 april 28: report on abu Ghraib issued by CBS news

 May 8: Iraqi interim constitution, the Transitional administrative law, is rati-

fied

 May 1: President Bush signs national Security Presidential Directive 36, giving 

the State Department responsibility for reconstruction in Iraq

 June 2: Iraqi Governing Council dissolves itself

 June 28: In the Hamdi case, U.S. Supreme Court rules 8–1 that detainees have a 

right to a lawyer and to challenge their status before a “neutral decision-maker”

 June 28: CPa shut down; Bremer departs Iraq and sovereignty is transferred

 July: ayad allawi becomes Iraqi permanent prime minister
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 July 1: General George w. Casey, Jr., replaces General ricardo Sanchez as top 

U.S. military commander in Iraq

 august: Crisis in najaf, Iraq

 September: Taliban rocket attack against President Karzai

 September 7: Death toll for U.S. troops in Iraq reaches 1,000

 September 30: Charles Duelfer releases report on Iraqi wMD

 october : U.S. and Iraqi forces battle three days to retake Samarra from Sunni 

fighters

 october 9: afghan presidential election; Hamad Karzai elected and inaugurated 

for a five-year term on December 7

 november 7: Second siege of Fallujah

200 January 30: Transitional national assembly elections; Iraqi Transitional Govern-

ment headed by President Jalal Talabani and PM Ibrahim al-Jaafari

 March 19: U.S. Major General Paul eaton publishes op-ed in the New York Times 

critical of rumsfeld; followed by lieutenant General Gregory newbold, Major 

General John Batiste, and Major General Charles Swannack

 april 3: Unsuccessful attempt to arrest Moqtada al-Sadr

 May 1: President Bush signs national Security Presidential Directive 36, giving 

the State Department primary responsibility for the reconstruction of Iraq

 Summer: U.S. initiates “anbar awakening” program working with Sunni tribes

 July 7: london subway bombings;  killed, 300 wounded

 august 6: Mahmoud ahmadinejad elected as president of Iran

 august 29: Hurricane Katrina hits new orleans

 September : afghans elect new parliament which includes ex-Taliban minis-

ters

 october: Condoleezza rice presents U.S. strategy in Iraq as “clear, hold, and 

build”

 october 8: a magnitude 7.6 earthquake strikes afghanistan, Pakistan, and India, 

killing an estimated 7,000 people and leaving 2. million homeless

 october 1: national assembly ratifies Iraqi constitution

 october 18: Saddam Hussein goes on trial

 october 26: Death toll for U.S. troops reaches 2,000

 november : white House issues its report, “national Strategy for Victory in 

Iraq”

 november 19: Haditha incident; 2 Iraqis, some civilian, killed

 December 1: national assembly elections; Iraqi government headed by Presi-

dent Jalal Talabani and PM nuri al-Maliki
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2006 February 22: al-askari (“Golden Dome”) Mosque in Samarra bombed; Shia 

respond by killing Sunnis

 March: Public opinion polls indicate that a majority of americans do not sup-

port Iraq war

 March: operation Mountain lion launched by U.S. and afghan forces in Kunar 

Province

 March 1: Iraq Study Group formed

 april 22: nuri al-Maliki becomes prime minister and forms unity government 

with Kurds and Shia

 May: operation Mountain Thrust launched by U.S. and afghan forces in south-

ern afghanistan

 June 7: U.S. air strike kills al Qaeda leader abu Musab al-Zarqawi

 June 29: In Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, U.S. Supreme Court rules that the president 

does not have the power to order that alleged terrorists be tried in military com-

missions

 august 3: General John abizaid, commander of U.S. forces in the Middle east, 

warns of the possibility of civil war in Iraq

 September 19: retired General Jack Keane meets with rumsfeld to make the case 

for a counterinsurgency approach

 September 27: The “council of colonels” begins meeting

 october 9: north Korea detonates a nuclear weapon

 november: naTo Summit held in riga, latvia; tensions concerning afghan 

operations

 november : Saddam Hussein sentenced to death by Iraqi court

 november 7: Democrats win majorities in the U.S. House and Senate

 november 8: Secretary of Defense rumsfeld (who had been Bush’s longest serv-

ing original cabinet member) steps down and is replaced by robert Gates

 november 1: General abizaid testifies that he opposes sending more U.S. troops 

to Iraq

 December 6: Iraq Study Group issues its report

 December 1: new army/Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual released

 December 18: robert Gates sworn in as secretary of defense

 December 19: President Bush says for the first time: “we’re not winning, we’re 

not losing in Iraq.”

 December 30: Saddam Hussein is executed

2007 January : white House announces that General Petraeus will take command in 

Iraq from General George w. Casey, Jr.
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 January 10: President Bush announces the surge, a buildup of U.S. forces in Iraq

 January 26: General Petraeus nominated to implement the surge

 February: U.S. sends additional 28,000 troops to Iraq as part of the surge

 February 1: President Bush claims that Iran has supplied Iraqi Shia with road-

side bombs

 March 7: ryan Crocker becomes ambassador to Iraq, succeeding Zalmay Khalil-

zad

 June: Secretary of Defense Gates does not reappoint JCS Chairman Peter Pace; 

succeeded by admiral Mike Mullen

 June 10: U.S. arms Sunni arab groups (“Sons of Iraq”) in anbar Province as part 

of the “Sunni awakening”

 June 13: Insurgents blow up the two minarets at the Golden Dome Mosque in 

Samarra

 June 2: Sen. richard lugar calls for an end to the surge on the Senate floor

 July: national Intelligence Council releases report indicating that al Qaeda is the 

greatest threat to the U.S. and that it is centered in the Federally administered 

Tribal areas of Pakistan

 July: Militants at the “red Mosque” in Islamabad challenge government author-

ity; siege of mosque by government; many deaths

 august 29: Moqtada al-Sadr orders ceasefire for his Shia Mahdi army

 September 10–11: General Petraeus and ambassador Crocker testify to Congress 

about the surge

 September 16: Blackwater employees kill 17 Iraqis outside the Green Zone

 november 26: President Bush and Prime Minister Maliki issue “Declaration of 

Principles of U.S.-Iraqi relations”

 December 3: national Intelligence Council issues a report that Iraq abandoned 

its efforts in 2003 to develop nuclear weapons

 December 17: British forces hand over control of Basra Province to Iraqi forces

 December 27: Former Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto is assassinated

2008 January 9: world Health organization estimates the number of Iraqi civilian 

deaths: 10,000

 January 12: Iraq parliament approves the participation of some former Baathists 

to participate in the government

 January: ambassador Crocker: “There is a chance of this breaking down at a 

whole range of points.”

 February 22: Moqtada al-Sadr extends ceasefire for his Mahdi army for six more 

months
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 March: Prime Minister Maliki launches offensive against Shia militias

 March: admiral Fallon fired as CenTCoM chief

 March: General Musharraf steps down as president of Pakistan

 March 23: Death toll for U.S. troops reaches ,000

 april: Petraeus and Crocker testify before Congress; Crocker refers to the pos-

sible “lebanonization” of Iraq

 april 27: assassination attempt on afghan President Hamad Karzai

 June : Senate Intelligence Committee releases report critical of Bush adminis-

tration

 June 10: U.S. forces kill ten Pakistani Frontier Corps soldiers who were shooting 

at U.S. troops along afghan-Pakistani border

 June 21: Petraeus issues guidance on counterinsurgency

 July: Indian embassy in Kabul is bombed, killing fifty people

 July: President Bush issues order authorizing U.S. Predator strikes into Pakistan 

without the approval of the Pakistani government

 august 18: Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf resigns

 august 22: U.S. aircraft accidentally kills civilians in Herat Province; Karzai con-

demns “the unilateral actions of the Coalition Forces”

 September 1: U.S. hands over control of anbar province to Iraq

 September 9: asif ali Zadari inaugurated as president of Pakistan

 September 16: General David Petraeus hands over command of U.S. forces in 

Iraq to General ray odierno

 September 20: Bombing of Marriott Hotel in Islamabad; fifty people including 

two americans are killed

 october: Iraq government begins paying members of the Sunni awakening

 november : Barack obama elected president

 november 26: Terrorists from the group lash-e-Taiba bomb sites in Mumbai, 

India

 november 27: Security agreement calling for the withdrawal of all U.S. troops 

from Iraq by the end of 2011 is approved

2009 January 20: Barack obama inaugurated th president of the U.S.

 January 31: election of provincial councils in fourteen of Iraq’s eighteen prov-

inces

 February 27: President obama announces a new policy toward Iraq and afghan-

istan, calling for an increase of forces in afghanistan and withdrawal of all U.S. 

combat troops from Iraq by august 31, 2010
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 april 7: President obama visits Turkey and Iraq and declares, “It is time for us to 

transition to the Iraqis.”

 May 11: General Stanley McChrystal replaces General David McKiernan in af-

ghanistan

 June: British government established an official inquiry to focus on Iraq

 June 30: U.S. troops leave urban areas of Iraq

 July 17: ritz-Carlton and Marriott hotels bombed in Jakarta, Indonesia; 9 killed, 

0 wounded

 august: U.S. drone kills Baitullah Mehsud, a Pakistani Taliban leader

 august 18: richard Holbrooke, U.S. special envoy for Pakistan and afghanistan, 

meets with liaqat Baloch, leaders of Pakistan’s Jemaat-I-Islam Party

 august 19: according to a Washington Post/aBC poll, a majority of americans 

do not think the war in afghanistan is worth fighting

 august 20: afghan elections; observers charge that there are many abuses

 august 30: General Stanley McChrystal submits report to President obama on 

afghanistan

 november 1: In afghanistan abdullah Badullah withdraws from run-off elec-

tion; Karzai remains president

 november 19: Hamad Karzai inaugurated as president of Pakistan

 December: Sunni extremists in Karachi, Pakistan, kill 3 Shia

 December 1: at west Point, President obama outlines his strategy for afghani-

stan and announces he will send 30,000 more U.S. military to afghanistan

 December 2: a nigerian national who claims to be affiliated with al Qaeda at-

tempts to blow up an american airliner

2010 January : Jordanian double agent kills seven CIa officers in Khost, afghanistan

 February 13: U.S. forces launch the Marjah offensive

 March 7: Iraqi parliamentary elections are conducted but no coalition wins a 

majority

 May 1: attempt by Faisal Shahzad, a Pakistani immigrant in the U.S., to detonate 

a car bomb in Times Square in new york fails

 June: Free-lance journalist publishes article in Rolling Stone quoting General 

Stanley McChrystal and his staff, who are critical of obama administration

 June 23: General McChrystal offers his resignation to President obama, who ac-

cepts it

 June 30: General David Petraeus replaces General McChrystal in afghanistan, 

and Marine General James Mattis replaces Petraeus at CenTCoM
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 July 2: wiki leaks releases classified documents concerning 91,000 events in 

afghanistan and Iraq

 august 19: Combat troops withdrawn from Iraq and the number of U.S. troops 

in Iraq falls below 0,000

 September 1: operation Iraqi Freedom ends and operation new Dawn begins

 november: wiki leaks releases 20,000 diplomatic cables
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